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C H A P T E R  O N E  
S T A T E M E N T  O F  T H E  P R O B L E M  
In troduction
T he  qua li ty  o f  h ig h e r  ed u ca t io n  g o v e rn an ce  is e ssen tia l  to the well be ing  o f  the un ivers ity  
system . A s C h a n c e  (2002)  c la im ed:
G o v e rn an ce ,  in large part, def ines  w h o  is acco u n tab le  for w h a t  o u tc o m e s ,  w h o  is 
responsib le  fo r  d ec is ion  m a k in g  and  se rv ice  d e live ry ,  and  w ho  has  the  au th o r i ty  to 
eva lua te  and  e n fo rce  dec is ions .  G o v e rn a n c e  m ean s  co llec t iv e ly  m a k in g  au thorita tive  
dec is ions  about h ow  to a l loca te  scarce  re so u rces  a m o n g  c o m p e t in g  in te rests  and , by 
def in i t ion , e n su r in g  that these  d ec is io n s  are  leg it im a te  b ecau se  they  have  been  reached  
th rough  p a r t ic ipa tion  and  co n su l ta t io n  ra ther  than th rough  co erc io n ,  (p. 12)
A u tho r i ta t ive  bo d ie s  inside  and  o u ts ide  co l leg es  and  un ivers i t ies  base  the ir  d ec is ion  m ak in g  
p rocesses  on  input o b ta in e d  from  those  w h o  ca rry  ou t and  live by  the ir  po l icy  d ec is io n s  (H ines ,  
2000). U n iv e rs i ty  adm in is t ra t iv e  po lic ies  a p p ro v e d  by  s ta te  h ig h e r  ed u c a t io n  b o a rd s  have  a 
s trong  im pac t  on  a  w id e  range  o f  u n iv e rs i ty  ac tiv it ies .  S ta te  h ig h e r  ed u c a t io n  b o a rd s  fo r  this 
s tudy  refe rred  to  as  B oards  o f  R eg en ts  and  g o v e rn in g  b oards .  For  e x am p le ,  f inancia l po lic ies  
such  as  se tt ing  tu i t ion  and  fees a ffec t h o w  un iv e rs i t ie s  h an d le  confl ic t ,  a c a d e m ic  d irec t ion ,  and  
ch a n g e s  in the  w o rk fo rce .  If  the  state a p p ro p r ia t io n  w ere  to  d ec rease ,  the p r im a ry  in co m e  so u rce  
for the  u n ive rs i ty  w o u ld  be  tuit ion; yet in so m e  insti tu tion , tw o- th ird s  o f  that tu it ion  is u sed  to 
pay sa laries  (A p p a lach ian  S tate  U n iv ers i ty ,  2 0 0 0 ) .  If  a u n ive rs i ty  co u ld  not a f fo rd  its en tire  
faculty , the  edu ca t io n a l  se rv ice  it p ro v id es  w o u ld  be  se r io u s ly  c o m p ro m ise d .  T h e  im p o r tan ce  
and  qua li ty  o f  ed u c a t io n  are  d e te rm in e d  not on ly  by  h o w  the ed u c a t io n  sy s te m  is g o v e rn e d  or
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regulated, but also by relationships between institutions and state higher education boards 
(Chance, 2002).
Types o f  Boards
State higher education boards have public responsibilities that may or may not be shared 
with university presidents (M cGuinness, 2005). These  responsibilities range from policy 
analysis, funding form ula decision-making, resource allocation, selecting university presidents, 
assuring facilities, administrating educational programs, and approving long range plans 
(Education Advisory C om m ittee  Report to State Board o f  Education, 2002). To further 
complicate h igher education governance, a num ber ot different types o f  state higher education 
boards exist. These different structures o f  boards were reviewed in Chapter Two.
The Problem
According to The C hronicle o f  H igher Education Survey o j C ollege a n d  U niversity  
Presidents: P residentia l Leadership  and  G overning B oards  (M aguire Association, 2006), am ong 
764 university presidents’ responses, 60  percent o f  presidents spent professional time addressing 
relations with the state higher education board and 42 percent o f  them spent office hours meeting 
with the board chair on a w eekly basis. The university president’s jo b  is the most exigent and 
thankless position in h igher education (Tierney, 2004). The president is positioned in the middle 
o f  num erous entities, serving as a “suitably sensitive m echanism ” to coordinate the interaction 
among societal dem ands, internal values, and academ ic priorities (M cG uinness, 1997).
University presidents face huge tasks. As the A ssociation o f  Governing Boards o f  Universities 
and Colleges (AG B) (2006) stated:
At the outset o f  the 21s' century, colleges and universities face an array o f  daunting 
challenges, to name a few: intense global competition, rapid technological advancem ents,
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ch a n g in g  d em o g rap h ic s ,  increas ing  d e m a n d  fo r  ed u ca t io n  and  tra in ing , new  w a y s  o f  
de liver ing  instruc tion , g rea te r  p ressu re  fo r  a ccoun tab il i ty ,  and  inadequa te  fu n d in g  to 
a ch iev e  socie ta l  purposes ,  (p. vi)
W h e n  there  is  a  lack o f  app rop r ia te  a l ig n m en t  o f  pe rcep t io n  o f  locus o f  d ec is ion  be tw een  
u n ivers i ty  pres iden ts  and  the ir  s ta te s ’ h ig h e r  ed u c a t io n  board  s tructure ,  the  q u a li ty  o f  educa tion  
m ay  su ffe r  (A ssoc ia t ion  o f  G o v e rn in g  B oards  o f  U n iv e rs i t ie s  and  C o lleg es  (A G B ) ,  2006 ; B ass  & 
R igg io , 2006 ; C arver ,  200 2 ,  2006). A s  a result,  an u n d e rs tan d in g  o f  the  a l ig n m en t  o f  p e rcep tion  
o f  locus o f  d ec is ion  be tw een  u n iv e rs i ty  p res id en ts  and  state h ig h e r  ed u ca t io n  bo ard  s truc tu re  m ay 
p rov ide  va luab le  in fo rm a tio n  fo r  the fu tu re  o f  h ig h e r  e d u ca t io n  (M c G u in n e ss ,  2005) .
T h e  re la t ionsh ip  b e tw e e n  sta te  h ig h e r  e d u c a t io n  b o a rd s  and  u n ive rs i ty  p res id en ts  “can  set 
the  s tage  fo r  effec t ive  g o v e r n a n c e . . . ” (C arve r ,  2 0 0 6 ,  p. 9). E ffec tive  g o v e rn an ce  c o m e s  f ro m  the 
co n tr ib u t io n s  o f  bo th  the  state h ig h e r  ed u c a t io n  b o a rd s  and  the  u n ive rs i ty  p res iden ts .  For  
ex am p le ,  un ivers ity  p res id en ts  are  acco u n tab le  fo r  c a rry in g  ou t s tate h ig h e r  ed u ca t io n  board  
po lic ies  (R eed , 2001) .  A dd it io n a l ly ,  un ivers i ty  p res id en ts  can  h e lp  s ta te  h ig h e r  ed u c a t io n  boards  
govern  h ig h e r  educa tion  effec t ive ly .  U n iv e rs i ty  p res id en ts  m a y  s im p lify  the  j o b  o f  s ta te  h igher  
educa tion  b o a rd s  by  b e in g  p ro a c t iv e  in the  p ro m o tio n  o f  the te r t ia ry  in s t i tu t io n ’s needs  instead  o f  
w a it ing  fo r  them  to k n o ck  on the  doors  o f  un iv e rs i t ie s  (B ass  & R igg io ,  2006) .  C ri t ica l  tasks  for 
p res iden ts  inc lude  h o w  to add ress  the  im p o r tan ce  o f  d iv e rs i ty  a n d  tech n o lo g y  s ince  h ig h e r  
ed u ca t io n  is on the fron t  line in r e sp o n d in g  to  a c a d e m ic  f reed o m , a f f i rm a tiv e  ac tion , and  digita l 
d iv ide  issues (C o le m a n ,  2006).
S ta te  h ig h e r  ed u c a t io n  b o ard -u n iv e rs i ty  p re s id e n t  re la t io n sh ip s  req u ire  a  h igh  level o f  
trust ,  loyalty , and  rec ip roc ity  (B orns tc in ,  2006) .  W h e n  b o th  parties  c a n  c o m m u n ic a te  o p en ly  and 
in d ependen tly ,  the o rg an iza t io n  can  d e v e lo p  g o o d  co rp o ra te  g o v e rn a n c e  (L ev it t ,  2004) .  A long
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w ith  g o o d  co rpo ra tive  go v ern an ce ,  s ta te  h ig h e r  edu ca t io n  boards  need  un ivers i ty  p res iden ts  to 
e n su re  positive  educa tiona l  o u tc o m e s  (C arver ,  2002) .  F o r  instance , in a p p ro v in g  a p ro g ra m  p lan , 
s tate h ig h e r  educa tion  b o a rd s  m u s t  a lso  ap p ro v e  de ta i ls  in w h ich  they  likely  h av e  no g roup  
expert ise  and  w h ich  they  m a y  not even  u n d ers tand  (C arver ,  2002) .  B es ides  re sponsib il i t ie s  
a ss igned  by  law , state  h ig h e r  ed u c a t io n  boards  a lso  have  o b l ig a t io n s  to h ig h e r  edu ca t io n .  T he  
m a jo r  ob liga tion  o f  s tate h ig h e r  ed u ca t io n  boards  is to bu ild  a long - te rm  v is ion  fo r  h igher  
e duca tion  (H esse lbe in  &  G lo d sm ith ,  2006). C o o p e ra t io n  w ith  the  un ivers i ty  p res iden t  is 
essen tia l  fo r  this v is ion  to im p ac t  po lic ies  and  o th e r  w o rk in g  d o c u m e n ts ,  and  to  in f luence  the 
d irec tion  o f  the institu tion .
U seen  (2004)  c la im ed  that the  success  o r  fa ilure  o f  an  o rg an iza t io n  d ep e n d s  on  the 
qua li ty  o f  its go v ern an ce .  E ffec tive  g o v e rn an ce  is ach iev ed  by  s ta te  h ig h e r  ed u ca t io n  b o a rd s  that 
co n s is ten tly  p lace  co llec t ive  p u rp o ses  as a top  p r iority  (U seen ,  2004) .  E ffec t ive  g o v e rn a n c e  in 
h igher  ed u ca t io n  is p a r t ic ipa to ry  and  has “c o m m o n  goa ls ,  co l lec t iv e  p u rp o ses ,  and 
acco u n tab i l i ty ”  (G reer ,  1997, p. 3). C o n s is te n c y  n eed s  to be  m a in ta in e d  th ro u g h o u t  the 
u n iv e rs i ty ’s g o v e rn an ce  (G reer ,  1997). E ffec t ive  g o v e rn a n c e  en ta i ls  the a g g reg a t io n  o f  goals  
fo l low ed  by  nego tia t ion , bu t equ a l ly  im por tan t  is the  m a in ten an ce  o f  h a rm o n y  w ith in  the 
leadersh ip  (G reer ,  1997). L ack  o f  goal c o n g ru e n c e  and  co n s is ten cy  w ith in  the  re la t io n sh ip  is a 
road b lo ck  to o rgan iza t iona l  p ro sp e r i ty  (M ag u ire  A sso c ia t io n ,  2006).
A c c o rd in g  to  F o w le  (2005) ,  the  top  p r io r i ty  goa l  o f  u n ive rs i ty  p res id en ts  is to  pro tec t 
a c a d e m ic  f reed o m , w h e re a s  s ta te  h ig h e r  ed u c a t io n  b o a rd s  w an t to e n su re  the  su rv iva l  and 
e ff ic ien t m a n a g e m e n t  o f  the ins t i tu t ion , fa ir ly  rep re sen t  s ta te  and a lu m n i in terests ,  a n d  e n c o u ra g e  
p rese rva tion ,  d is sem in a t io n  and  c rea tion  o f  k n o w led g e .  T h e  w a y  sta te  h ig h e r  e d u c a t io n  b o a rd s
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perce ive  h o w  h ig h e r  e d u ca t io n  shou ld  be  m an ag ed  m ay  not be  co n s is ten t  w ith  un ivers i ty  
p re s id en ts ’ v iew po in ts  rega rd ing  p refe rred  dec is ion  m ak in g  (F ow le ,  2005).
I f  un ivers i ty  p res iden ts  and  state h ig h e r  ed u c a t io n  boards  have  d if fe ren t  goals , 
coop era t io n  is un like ly  to o ccu r  (D u d e rs tad t ,  2 001) .  F o r  ex a m p le ,  s tate  h ig h e r  ed u c a t io n  boards  
w h ich  represent the  s ta te ’s interest in u s ing  the tax  do l la r  w isely , o f ten  favo r  a tu it ion  freeze, 
w h ile  u n ive rs i ty  p res iden ts ,  on  the o th e r  hand , b e in g  in c h a rg e  o f  insti tu tional su rv iva l  with  
l im ited  state app rop ria t ions ,  m ay o p p o se  a tu it ion  freeze. O ne-s ize-f i ts -a l l  g o v e rn an ce  d o es  not 
a c c o m m o d a te  the va r io u s  insti tu tional needs  (K o w alsk i ,  2007) .  In o rd e r  to  g o v e rn  successfu lly ,  
it is im por tan t  fo r  s ta te  h ig h e r  ed u ca t io n  b o a rd s  to  m an ag e  these  d if fe ren ces  e f fec t ive ly  
(K o w alsk i ,  2007). S ta te  h igher  ed u c a t io n  b o a rd s  are  co n s id e red  to  be  m o re  e ffec tive  w hen  
va r io u s  co n s t i tu e n ts ’ in te rests  a re  p ro tec ted  and  co o rd in a te d  for o rg an iza t io n a l  s tab il i ty  (M ag u ire  
A ssoc ia t ion ,  2006).
T h e  w ay  un ivers i ty  p res iden ts  p e rce iv e  sta te  h ig h e r  ed u c a t io n  b o a rd s ’ acco u n tab i l i ty  m ay  
in f luence  h o w  b o a rd s  a n d  un ivers i t ies  co llabo ra te .  A cco u n tab i l i ty  in this c o n te x t  m eans  
responsib il i ty  fo r  u n ive rs i ty  ac tiv ities . A  s trong  and  posit ive  s ta te  h ig h e r  ed u ca t io n  board  
leadersh ip  can  co n tr ib u te  to  sou n d  u n ive rs i ty  sy s te m  c h a n g e s ,  g o o d  p ro b le m  so lv in g  s tra teg ies ,  
and p ro d u c t iv e  o u tc o m e s .  A  h igh ly  fu n c t io n a l  s ta te  h ig h e r  e d u c a t io n  bo a rd  is ab le  to u n d e rs tan d  
its ro les  and sea rch  fo r  b o a rd  leadersh ip  tha t  p u rsu es  h a rm o n y  w h ile  a c c o m m o d a t in g  c o m p e t in g  
in terests  and  l im its  in f inancia l re so u rces  (D ia m o n d ,  2002).
G o o d  sta te  h ig h e r  ed u c a t io n  bo a rd  g o v e rn a n c e  resu lts  in p red ic tab i l i ty  that leads to 
d e v e lo p m e n t  o f  trus t  in bo a rd  ac tiv it ies  (M a c T a g g a r t ,  2004) .  P red ic tab i l i ty  is re f lec ted  in s ta te  
h ig h e r  e d u ca t io n  board  p rocesses ,  h ir ing  o f  p re s id e n ts ,  sy s te m  co o rd in a t io n  and  c o o p e ra t io n  
exp ec ta t io n s ,  and honest  c o m m u n ic a t io n  a m o n g  s tak eh o ld e rs  (R eed , 200 1 ) .  A s  a resu lt  o f
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prov id ing  institu tional p red ic tab ili ty ,  c o m p e te n t  s ta te  h ig h e r  educa tion  b o a rd  g o v e rn an ce  is 
essen tia l  to m ee t in g  the needs  o f  u n ive rs i ty  p res iden ts  to d ev e lo p  ac a d e m ics  and  financial 
s tability.
S ta te  h ig h e r  educa tion  b o a rd s  and  un ivers i ty  p res iden ts  need  to be  in a g re e m e n t  on their  
h ig h e r  educa tion  v is ion  (M agu ire  A sso c ia t io n ,  2006) .  W h i le  it is poss ib le  fo r  s ta te  h ig h e r  
educa tion  boards  and un ivers i ty  p res id en ts  to  h av e  d if fe ren t  short t e rm  goals , long  te rm  goals  
m u s t  be  co n s is ten t  b e tw een  both  par t ies  to  a c co m p lish  an ag reed  upon  v is ion . Ideally , sou n d  
state h ig h e r  ed u ca t io n  b o a rd -u n iv e rs i ty  p res iden t  re la t ionsh ips  a l low  each  par ty  to  pursue  
d if fe ren t  sho r t  te rm  goals , yet rem ain  c o m m it te d  to share  a co l lec t iv e  v is ion  on h ow  h igher  
educa tion  shou ld  be  m anaged .  A p p ro p r ia te  re la t ionsh ips  b e tw e e n  sta te  h ig h e r  ed u ca t io n  boards  
and un ivers i ty  p res iden ts  can  acce lera te  h ig h e r  ed u c a t io n  d ev e lo p m en t .  F o r  ins tance , state 
h igher  e d u ca t io n  b o a rd s  and p res iden ts  can  d e te rm in e  tog e th e r  w hat is n eeded  to  a ch iev e  the ir  
h igher  e d u ca t io n  v is ion  and h o w  to a c co m p lish  that task.
T h e  a l ig n m en t  o f  goals  and  p rac tices  o f  a s ta te  h ig h e r  ed u c a t io n  bo ard  rev ea ls  the 
re la t ionsh ip  that ex is ts  be tw een  the des ired  rep re sen ta t io n  o f  the g o a ls  and  the  cu rren t  reality. 
T h is  a l ig n m en t  reflec ts  the  e f fec t iv en ess  o f  the state h ig h e r  ed u ca t io n  b o a rd  (D u n c a n ,  2004). 
M isa l ig n m e n t  o f  locus o f  d ec is ion  m ak in g  b e tw e e n  u n iv e rs i ty  p res id en ts  and  the ir  s ta te s ’ h igher  
educa tion  board  in c rea se s  the poten tia l  fo r  ineffec t ive  g o v e rn a n c e  and m a y  resu lt  in  je o p a rd iz in g  
the fu tu re  o f  h ig h e r  ed u ca tion .  T h e re fo re ,  any  im p ro v e m e n t  in the a l ig n m en t  o f  d ec is ion  m ak in g  
will co n tr ib u te  to bo th  p a r t ie s ’ e ffec t iveness .
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Research Question
T h e  resea rch  ques tion  that gu id ed  this s tudy  w as: T o  w h a t  d eg ree  is the  p e rcep tion  o f  
locus o f  dec is ion  m a k in g  o f  un ivers i ty  p res iden ts  re la ted  to  th e ir  s ta te s ’ h ig h e r  edu ca t io n  board  
s tructure?
Purpose
T h e  p r im ary  p u rp o se  o f  the s tudy  w as  to co n d u c t  a q uan ti ta t ive  ana lys is  o f  the  pe rcep tion  
o f  locus o f  dec is ion  m a k in g  and e x p lo re  w h e th e r  the  deg ree  o f  a l ig n m en t  o f  p e rcep tion  o f  locus 
o f  d ec is ion  m ak in g  o f  un ivers i ty  p res iden ts  is d if fe ren tia ted  acco rd in g  to the ir  s ta te s ’ h igher  
educa tion  board  s tructure .  T he  u lt im a te  pu rp o se  w as  to  co n tr ib u te  to  h ig h e r  edu ca t io n  o u tco m e  
by  p ro v id in g  in fo rm ation  for u n ive rs i ty  p res id en ts  and  state h ig h e r  e d u c a t io n  b o a rd s  in re la tion  
to  effec t ive  governance .
Importance o f  the Study
T h e  f ind ings  m ay  serve  to  b e t te r  p repare  u n iv e rs i ty  p res id en ts  w o rk in g  w ith  s ta te  h igher  
educa tion  boards  by reco g n iz in g  the re la t io n sh ip  b e tw een  p e rcep tion  o f  locus  o f  d ec is ion  o f  
un ivers i ty  p res iden ts  and  s truc tu re  o f  the ir  s tate h ig h e r  ed u c a t io n  boards .  W h a t  un ivers i ty  
p res iden ts  need  to s treng then  in the ir  u n d e rs ta n d in g  o f  the s ta te  h ig h e r  ed u ca t io n  bo ard  is a 
d eep e r  ana lys is  o f  trends. T h is  re sea rch  offe rs  an  en h a n c e d  pe rsp ec t iv e  on  bo th  t im e  and  issues, 
the reby  p ro v id in g  a d e e p e r  u n d e rs ta n d in g  o f  e d u c a t io n a l  issues . Indeed , t ran s la t in g  trends  into 
po lic ies  is su p e r io r  to m ere ly  reac ting  to  cu rren t  s tate h ig h e r  e d u c a t io n  b o a rd  po lic ies .  T h is  
in fo rm ation  a lso  offe rs  un ivers i ty  p re s id en ts  a m e a n in g fu l  f r a m e w o rk  fo r  a p p rec ia t in g  the  state 
h igher  ed u c a t io n  b o a r d ’s p h i lo so p h y  and  ana ly tica l d ec is io n -m a k in g  f ram ew ork .
A s d em o n s tra ted ,  the d eg ree  o f  a l ig n m en t  o f  p e rcep t io n  o f  locus  o f  d ec is io n  o f  un ivers i ty  
p res iden ts  is im p o r tan t  to  the e d u ca t io n a l  in tegrity  o f  h ig h e r  e d u ca t io n .  T h is  s tu d y  ana ly zed  the
percep tion  o f  locus o f  dec is ion  m ak in g  o f  un ivers i ty  p res iden ts  in o rde r  to d iffe ren tia te  w h e th e r  
the deg ree  to  w h ich  locus o f  dec is ion  a l ig n m en t  be tw een  state h ig h e r  ed u c a t io n  boards  and 
p res iden ts  varied  w ith  respect to d iffe r ing  bo ard  structures.
T h is  in fo rm ation  will be  benefic ia l  to  s ta te  h ig h e r  ed u ca t io n  bo a rd  m em b ers ,  to 
educa tiona l  adm in is t ra to rs  in h ig h e r  ed u ca tion ,  as w ell as to  ins ti tu tions that e d u ca te  cand ida tes  
fo r  ad m in is tra t ion  in h ig h e r  educa tion . F o r  e x am p le ,  s ta te  h ig h e r  ed u c a t io n  bo a rd  m em b ers  
cou ld  use this in fo rm ation  to g o v e rn  h ig h e r  ed u ca t io n  m ore  effec t ive ly .  S ta te  h ig h e r  educa tion  
boards  w o u ld  be  ab le  to  use this in fo rm atio n  to be tte r  apprec ia te  the  u n ive rs i ty  p re s id en ts '  needs  
and to  p ro m o te  c lo se r  c o o p e ra t io n  w ith  the ir  p res iden ts ,  p o ss ib ly  ad v an c in g  the ir  p rofess iona l  
re la t ionsh ip  w ith  the ir  un iversity  pres iden ts .
S u m m a ry
E ffec tive  g o v e rn an ce  and insti tu tional success  are  im portan t  to h ig h e r  educa tion  
d ev e lo p m en t .  H av in g  the  app rop r ia te  a l ig n m en t  o f  p re fe r red  d ec is io n  m a k in g  be tw een  
un ivers i ty  p res iden ts  and  the ir  p e rcep tion  o f  s ta te  h ig h e r  ed u ca t io n  boards  is cr it ical to 
institu tional success  in h ig h e r  ed u ca t io n  (K ezar ,  2006) .  F u lm e r  &  B leak  (2 0 0 7 )  a rg u ed  that 
co rp o ra t io n s  func tion  best w hen  co rp o ra te  b o a rd s  and  the ir  C E O 's  c o n s is ten t ly  d e m o n s tra te  the ir  
be liefs  in a c c o m p lish in g  c o m m o n  g oa ls  and  co l lec t iv e  purpose . C o m m o n  goa ls  and  co llec tive  
p u rp o ses  are built  th rough  the  c o n se n su s  p ro cess  be tw een  state h ig h e r  ed u ca t io n  boards  and 
un ivers ity  p res iden ts .  A s  un ivers i t ies  co p e  w ith  n u m e ro u s  socie ta l  d e m a n d s ,  u n ive rs i ty  
pres iden ts  need  acco u n tab i l i ty  and  support  from  state h ig h e r  ed u c a t io n  b o a rd s  to a c co m p lish  
insti tu tiona l p u rp o ses  and m iss io n .  C h a n c e  (2002)  m a d e  it c le a r  h o w  im p o r tan t  the  g o v e rn an ce  
and state h ig h e r  edu ca t io n  b o a rd -p re s id e n t  re la t io n sh ip  are:
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. . .w h e th e r  the s truc tu re  and  func tions  o f  g o v e rn an ce  are  m ee t in g  needs  and  expec ta t ions ,  
m an ag in g  conflic t ,  and k eep in g  up  w ith  ch a n g in g  events .  T h e  an sw ers  will b e  found  in 
the ex ten t to  w h ich  the  re la t ionsh ips  are  h e lp ing  o r  im p ed in g  the de l iv e ry  o f  serv ices ;  the 
p resence  o r  a b sen ce  o f  m utual trust and  rega rd ;  the  im p ress io n s  o f  how  w ell  th ings  are 
w ork ing ,  p a r t icu la r ly  am o n g  those  w h o  are ves ted  in h ig h e r  educa tion ;  and  w h e th e r  the 
h igher  educa tion  sy s tem  is re sp o n d in g  to the  ex p ec ta t io n s  e m a n a t in g  fro m  its social, 
po lit ica l,  and eco n o m ic  e n v iro n m en ts ,  (p. 13)
M ost  o f  un ivers ity  p re s id e n ts ’ p ro fess iona l  t im e is spent on e i the r  a d d re ss in g  re la t ions  w ith  the 
state h igher  ed u ca t io n  bo ard  or  m ee ting  w ith  the bo a rd  c h a ir  on  a w e e k ly  b as is  (M ag u ire  
A ssoc ia t ion ,  2006) .  T h e  re la t ionsh ip  be tw een  s ta te  h ig h e r  edu ca t io n  b o a rd s  and  un ivers i ty  
p res iden ts  can  in f luence  u n iv e rs i t ie s ’ acco u n tab i l i ty  and  b o a rd s ’ c red ib il i ty  (M orr i l l ,  2002) .  T h e  
deg ree  o f  a l ig n m en t  o f  locus o f  d ec is ion  b e tw een  u n ive rs i ty  p res id en ts  and  the ir  s ta te s ’ h ig h e r  
educa tion  boards  is the  d eg ree  to  w h ich  h ig h e r  e d u c a t io n  can  p ro v id e  the h ighes t  q u a li ty  o f  
ed u ca t io n a l  service.
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C H A P T E R  T W O  
R E V IE W  O F  T H E  L IT E R A T U R E  
In troduction
U n d e rs tan d in g  the a l ig n m en t  o f  p referred  d ec is ion  m ak in g  b e tw een  u n ive rs i ty  p res iden ts  
and the ir  pe rcep tion  o f  s ta te  h ig h e r  ed u ca t io n  b o a rd s  is an im portan t  a spec t  o f  u n d e rs tan d in g  h ow  
ins t i tu t ions  best func tion  (K ezar ,  2006 ; M c G u in n e ss ,  2005) .  T h e  q u a li ty  o f  go v e rn an ce  
de te rm in es  the success  o r  fa ilure  o f  an o rg an iza t io n  (U seen ,  2004) .  H ereaf ter ,  the  research  
ques t ion  is: T o  w hat deg ree  is the  p e rcep tion  o f  locus o f  d ec is ion  m a k in g  o f  u n ive rs i ty  p res iden ts  
re la ted  to  the ir  s ta te s ’ h ig h e r  ed u ca t io n  board  s tru c tu re?  C o n seq u en t ly ,  there  are  tw o  m ajo r  
c o m p o n e n ts  to  rev iew  fo r  this research.
T o  co n cep tu a l ize  the re la t io n sh ip  be tw een  state h ig h e r  ed u ca t io n  boards  and  un ivers i ty  
p res iden ts ,  a l i te ra tu re  rev iew  o f  sta te  h ig h e r  e d u ca t io n  b o a rd s  w as  co n d u c ted .  In add it ion  to  an 
ex am in a t io n  o f  s tate h ig h e r  edu ca t io n  bo ard s ,  this rev iew  inc luded  a theore tica l  o v e rv ie w  o f  the 
types  o f  h ig h e r  ed u ca t io n  ins t i tu t ions  and  a  sy n o p s is  o f  C a rn eg ie  ca tego r ies .  T o  u n d e rs tan d  how  
u n ivers i ty  p re s id e n ts ’ p re fe rred  d ec is ion  m a k in g  and  the ir  pe rcep t io n  o f  s ta te  h ig h e r  edu ca t io n  
b oards  re la te  to each  o ther,  the fo l low ing  m a jo r  c o m p o n e n ts  w ere  e x a m in e d  in th is  chap te r :  (a) 
insti tu tional aff i l ia tion  and  c lass if ica t ion ,  (b) d ec is ion  m ak ing ,  (c) s ta te  h ig h e r  ed u c a t io n  boards ,  
(d) un ivers i ty  p res iden ts ,  and  (e) s ta te  h ig h e r  ed u ca t io n  b o a rd -u n iv e rs i ty  p res iden t  re la t ionsh ips .
Insti tu tional A ff i l ia t ion  a n d  C lass if ica t ion  
In s titu tio n a l A ffilia tio n
In c la ss ify ing  ins t i tu t ions  by  a ff il ia tion , tw o  b ro a d  ca teg o r ie s  w ere  co n s id e red  sta te- 
su p p o r t  and priva te .  S ta te  su p p o r ted  un ivers i t ies  a re  pub lic  and  th ey  are g ro u p e d  w ith  s im ila r  
un ivers it ies  by  state u n d e r  a board  g o v e rn in g  the  s ta te ’s m u lt i -u n iv e rs i ty  sy s tem . P riva te
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univers i t ies  are g o verned  by  an in ternal board  and  are not g rouped  w ith  o th e r  s im ila r  insti tu tions 
(S ta teU n ivers i ty .com , 2007) .  Each  private  insti tu tional bo ard  has con tro l o v e r  app rop ria t ion  
d is tr ibu tion , p rog ram  dev e lo p m en t ,  po licy  m ak in g ,  and personne l  d ec is io n s  in co n tra s t  to  the 
state h ig h e r  edu ca t io n  board  (C hance ,  2002). P rivate  un ivers i t ies  do  not need  to  c o m p ly  w ith  
g o v e rn m e n t  restric tions. For  instance , priva te  u n ive rs i t ie s  h av e  m ore  f reed o m  in the ir  re lig ious 
v iew s  and c u r r ic u lu m  des ign . A c c o rd in g  to G lad w e ll  (2005) ,  p r iva te  un ivers i t ies  have  the ir  ow n  
con tro l in se tt ing  ad m iss io n  s tandards  c o m p a re d  to  pub lic  universit ies .
P rivate  un ivers it ies  can  be  c lass if ied  as fo r-p ro f i t  o r  non-pro fi t ,  o r  ca teg o r ized  as 
independen t,  re lig ious, non -re l ig ious ,  d e n o m in a t io n a l ,  n o n -d en o m in a t io n a l ,  o r  sec tarian  
(B ru b a c h e r  &  R udy , 2002) .  For instance , B r ig h am  Y o u n g  U n iv e rs i ty  and  U n iv e rs i ty  o f  N otre  
D am e  are d irec tly  co n tro l led  o r  c lo se ly  a ff il ia ted  by  re l ig ious  o rgan iza t io n s .  A n d re w s  U n iv e rs i ty  
is n o n -d en o m in a t io n a l ,  and  C o lo ra d o  T ech n ica l  U n iv e rs i ty  is in d ep en d en t  (T he  C a rneg ie  
Fou n d a t io n  for the A d v a n c e m e n t  o f  T e a c h in g ,  2006).
In stitu tiona l C lassification
C arnegie
T h e  C a rn eg ie  insti tu tional c la ss if ica t ion  has  been  rev ised  s ince  2005  as no ted  in T ab le  1 
b e lo w  (T he  C a rn eg ie  F ou n d a t io n  fo r  the A d v a n c e m e n t  o f  T e a c h in g ,  2006):
T a b le  1
C urrent C arnegie Institu tional C lassification
Y ear  2005  V ers ion
1. R U /V H : R esea rch  U n ive rs i t ie s  — In s t i tu t ions  that a w a rd  at least 5 0  doc to ra l  d eg rees  
per  y ea r  (very  h igh  re sea rch  activ ity)
2. R U /H : R esearch  U n ivers i t ie s  — Ins titu tions  th a t  a w a rd  at least 20  doc to ra l  d eg rees  per  
yea r  (h igh  research  activ ity)
3. D R U : D o c to ra l /R esea rch  U n ivers i t ie s  -  Ins ti tu tions  that a w a rd  at least 2 0  doc to ra l  
deg rees  p e r  year
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____________________________________ Y ear  2005  V ersion___________________________________
1. M a s te r ’s L: M a s te r ’s C o lleg es  and U n ive rs i t ie s  — Ins titu tions  that aw ard  at least 50 
m aste r 's  degrees  and few er  than 20  doc to ra l d eg rees  per  year  ( la rg e r  p ro g ram s)
2. M a s te r ’s M: M a s te r 's  C o l leg es  and  U nivers i t ies  — Ins titu tions  that aw ard  at least 50 
m aste r 's  d eg rees  a n d  fe w e r  than 20  doc to ra l d eg rees  p e r  y ea r  (m e d iu m  p rog ram s)
3. M a s te r ’s S: M a s te r ’s C o lleg es  and  U n iv e rs i t ie s  — Ins titu tions  that aw ard  at least 50 
m as te r 's  degrees  and  few er  than 20  doc to ra l d eg rees  p e r  y ea r  ( sm all  p ro g ram s)
1. B ac /A & S : B acca lau rea te  C o lleges-A rt  &  S c ien ces  (In s t i tu t ions  w h e re  b acca lau rea te  
d eg rees  rep resen t  at least 10 percen t  o f  all u n d e rg rad u a te  d eg rees  and  that aw ard  
fe w e r  than 50  m aster 's  d eg rees  o r  20  doc to ra l  d eg rees  p e r  year)
2. B ac /D iverse :  B acca lau rea te  C o lleg e -D iv e rse  F ie lds  (In s t i tu t ions  w h e re  bacca lau rea te  
degrees  rep re sen t  at least 10 percen t o f  all u n d e rg rad u a te  d eg rees  and  that aw ard  
fe w e r  than 50  m aste r 's  d eg rees  o r  20  doc to ra l d eg rees  p e r  year)
3. B ac /A ssoc :  B acca lau rea te /A sso c ia te  C o lleg es  (In s t i tu t ions  w h e re  bacca lau rea te  
d eg rees  rep resent at least 10 percen t o f  all u n d e rg rad u a te  d eg rees  and that aw ard  
few er  than 50  m aste r 's  d eg rees  o r  20  doc to ra l d eg rees  p e r  year)
1. A sso c ia te ’s C o lleges :  Ins ti tu tions  w h e re  all d eg rees  are at the  assoc ia te 's  level,  or 
w h e re  bache lo r 's  d eg rees  accoun t fo r  less than 10 percen t o f  all u n d e rg rad u a te  
degrees
1. Spec /Fa ith : Special F o cu s  Institu tions: T heo log ica l  sem in a r ie s ,  B ib le  co lleges ,  and 
o th e r  fa ith -re la ted  insti tu tions
2. S p ec /M ed :  S pecia l F o c u s  Institutions: M edica l  schoo ls  and m ed ica l  cen te rs
3. Spec /H ealth :  Specia l F o cu s  Insti tu tions: O th e r  hea lth  p ro fess ions  schoo ls
4. Spec /E ngg : S pecia l F o cu s  Insti tu tions: S ch o o ls  o f  eng in ee r in g
5. S pec /T ech :  S pecia l F o cu s  Insti tu tions: O th e r  te c h n o lo g y -re la ted  schoo ls
6. S pec /B us:  Specia l Focus  Institu tions: S ch o o ls  o f  b u s in e s s  a n d  m a n a g e m e n t
7. Spec /A rt:  S pecia l F o cu s  Institutions: S ch o o ls  o f  art, m usic ,  and  design
8. S pec /L aw : Specia l F o c u s  Institutions: S ch o o ls  o f  law
9. S pec /O ther :  S pecia l  focus  Institu tions: O th e r  specia l  focus  in s t i tu t ions
1. Tribal:  Tribal C o l l e g e s -  T h e y  are  all m e m b e rs  o f  A m e r ic a n  Ind ian  H ig h e r  E d uca tion  
C o n so r t iu m
In the 2005  c la ss if ica t ion ,  the public  a s so c ia te ’s  co llege  ca teg o ry  w as  added . Spec if ic  s u b ­
ca tego rie s  o f  public  a s so c ia te ’s co l leg es  are  the fo l lo w in g :  rural se rv in g ,  su b u rb a n  se rv ing ,  u rb an  
se rv ing , specia l  use , tw o -y e a r  co l leg es  un d e r  un ive rs i t ie s ,  and p r im a ry  a s s o c ia te ’s  (T he  C a rn e g ie
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F ounda tion  fo r  the  A d v a n c e m e n t  o f  T each in g ,  2006) .  Rural pub lic  a s so c ia te ’s co llege  su b ­
ca tego ry  has  three k inds  — sm all ,  m ed iu m , and  large -  acco rd in g  to  the ir  en ro l lm en t .  For  
e x am p le ,  an  insti tu tion  hav in g  fall s em es te r  en ro l lm en t  lo w er  than 5 0 0  is ca teg o r ized  as small. 
M ed iu m  refers  to co l leg es  that have  5 0 0 -1 ,9 9 9  fall s em es te r  en ro llm en t.  L a rge  ind ica tes  
co lleges  that have  2 ,0 0 0 -4 ,9 9 9  fall s em es te r  en ro l lm en ts .  S u b u rb an  and u rban  se rv ing  inc ludes 
single  and m ult ip le  c a m p u s  ca tegories .  P r im ary  a s so c ia te ’s des ig n a tes  those  fo u r-y ea r  co lleges  
that p r im ar i ly  o ffe r  assoc ia te  degrees .  T h e re fo re ,  there  are  ten specif ic  k inds  o f  a s so c ia te ’s 
colleges.
D ec is ion  M ak in g  T h eo r ies  
Nine M odels o f  Decision M aking 
Struc tu re  in f luences  in d iv id u a ls ’ d ec is ion  m ak in g  b ecau se  it co n s tra in s  access  to 
in fo rm ation  and  b ecau se  the dec is ions ,  a tt i tudes ,  and  ac tions  o f  those  to w h o m  one  is s truc tu ra l ly  
co n n ec ted  have  a  s trong  in f luence  on b eh a v io r  (R iley , 2007) .  T h e re  are n ine  m o d e ls  desc r ib ed  in 
dec is ion  m a k in g  theories:  (a) co lleg ia l ,  (b) po lit ica l,  (c) an a rch ica l ,  (d) bu reau c ra t ic ,  (e) 
sy m bo lic ,  (f) cyberne tic ,  (g) sy s tem ic ,  (h) ra t io n a l-co m p reh en s iv e ,  and  (i) inc rem en ta l  (Pusser ,  
2003 ; B erg er  &  M ilem , 2000).
Collegial
C o llab o ra t io n  b u ild s  c o m m itm e n t  (S u d a ,  2006) .  T h e  co lleg ia l  m ode l  o f  d ec is io n  
m a k in g  is pe rce iv ed  as a p a r t ic ipa to ry ,  p lu ra lis t ,  a n d  d em o cra t ic  p ro cess  w ith in  a co l le g iu m  o r  a 
scho la r ly  c o m m u n i ty  (N g u b an e ,  20 0 5 ;  P u sse r  &  O rd o r ik a ,  20 0 1 ;  U n iv e rs i ty  o f  R oches te r ,  2006) .  
T w o  c ha rac te r is t ic s  desc r ibe  co lleg ia l  d ec is ion  m ak ing :  th o ro u g h n e ss  a n d  d e l ibe ra t ion  (M inor ,  
2004) .  S im p ly  put, the  d ec is ion  m ak in g  is shared  th ro ughou t the o rg an iza t io n .  In the  theo ry  o f  
co lleg ia l  dec is ion  m ak in g ,  an in fo rm al and  co n se n su s -b a se d  g o v e rn a n c e  ap p ro ach  d e f in es
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effec t ive  c a m p u s  process  (B erger, 2 0 0 1 -2 0 0 2 ;  B oezeroo ij ,  2006 ; B ush , 200 3 ;  K ezar  &  Eckel, 
2004; H enn igan ,  2005 ; N g u b an e ,  2005 ; P u sse r  &  O rd o r ik a ,  2001) .  T h e  p rocess  is an active, 
au then tic ,  social,  and  co llabo ra t ive  o n e  by  w h ich  a g ro u p  o f  par t ic ipan ts  m a k e  d ec is io n s  and 
faculty  is m o tiva ted  by  an tic ipa ting  recogn it ion  instead o f  by  av o id in g  san c t io n s  (P u sse r  & 
O rdorika ,  2001 ; W il l iam s ,  B erg e r  &  M c L e n d o n ,  2005).
A cco rd in g  to  Bush (2003) ,  co lleg ia l  d ec is ion  m ak in g  sea rch es  fo r  c o m p ro m is e  in o rde r  
to  m ain ta in  shared  va lues  and beliefs . P o w e r  shar ing , c o m m o n  c o m m itm e n ts ,  asp ira t ion , and a 
c o m m u n i ty  o f  equa ls  are the  focuses  o f  collegial  d ec is ion  m a k in g  (B erger ,  2 0 0 1 -2 0 0 2 ;  B londel 
&  M ann ing ,  2002 ; F avero , 2005 ; G lover ,  2 000 ,  H en n ig an ,  2005 ; M in o r ,  2004 ; U n ive rs i ty  o f  
Rocheste r ,  2006). C o lleg ia l  d ec is ion  m a k in g  re in fo rces  tw o  e n d u r in g  a c a d e m ic  values: 
a cad em ic  freed o m  and  a  n o rm ative  co m p l ia n c e  sy s te m  (K uh , 2003).
P olitical
T h e  political m odel  o f  d ec is ion  m ak in g  w as  o n ce  d e sc r ib ed  as one  d ic ta ted  by 
“au tho ri t ie s”  w h o  m ak es  d ec is io n s  fo r  the w ho le ,  and  by  “p a r t isan s”  w ith in  the o rg an iza t io n  w h o  
are  a ffec ted  by  the d ec is io n s  (Pusser ,  2 003 ,  p. 4). A u th o r i ty  b u ild s  co m p l ia n c e  (T h e  W o rld  
C o n se rv a t io n  U n ion , 2007). Political d ec is io n s  e m e rg e  f ro m  o rg an iza t io n a l  p rocess  institu tional 
su b g ro u p s  ac tiv ities , in ternal in terests ,  coa li t ion  bu ild ing , ba rg a in in g ,  the  ex te rna l  c o n tex t ,  and 
leg itim ate  au th o r i ty  (B erge r ,  2 0 0 1 -2 0 0 2 ;  G reen ,  20 0 7 ;  H en n ig an ,  2005 ; P u sse r  & O rdorika ,
2001 , W ill iam s;  B erg er  &  M c L e n d o n ,  2005) .  T h e se  ac t iv it ies  hap p en  in p lura lis tic  dec is ion  
m ak ing ,  w h e re  adm in is t ra t iv e  leaders  se rve  as b o u n d a ry  snappers ,  key  ac to rs  w h o  m ed ia te ,  o r  
a r t icu la te  be tw een  in ternal and e x te rn a l  con s t i tu en c ies .  Po li t ica l- type  d ec is io n  m a k in g  is 
decen tra l ized  (G reen , 200 7 ;  H en n ig an ,  2005 ; U n iv e rs i ty  o f  R oches te r ,  2006).
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P roponen ts  o f  transfo rm atio n a l  ch an g e  m ust ad d re ss  po litical rea lities s tra teg ica lly ,  
iden tify ing  fo rm al (the insti tu tional b o a rd ,  adm in is tra to rs ,  o th e r  au th o r i ty  pos it ions)  and  in fo rm al 
(sen iority , m ino ri ty ,  ch a r ism a ,  fund ra is ing  ability , etc .)  p o w e r  so u rces  and  align  th em  to support  
the e ffo rts  (G reen , 2007 ; K ezar  &  E ckel,  2004). U lt im a te ly ,  po lit ica l d ec is ion  m ak in g  still 
rem ains  an in ternal p rocess  regard less  o f  a r t icu la t ion  and  m ed ia t io n  o f  d e m a n d s  (Pusser ,  2003). 
In o th e r  w ords ,  o rg an iza t io n  o u tc o m e s  m a y  b e  g o v e rn ed  by  those  w ho  h av e  the  ab ili ty  to push  
their  co n ce rn s  to the fo re fron t  o f  d ec is ion  m a k in g  (W ill iam s ,  B erger  &  M c L e n d o n ,  2005). 
Anarchical
T h e  anarch ica l m odel o f  d ec is ion  m a k in g  is a lso  ca l led  the g a rb ag e  can  m odel.
A n a rch ica l  dec is ion  m a k in g  is not c lea r ly  d e f ined  by  ru les, strict reg u la t io n s  o r  h ie ra rchy  
(H en n ig an ,  2005). In genera l ,  the  anarch ica l  m ode l  can  be app lied  to  th ree  o rg an iza t io n a l  
cond itions : p rob lem atic  goals , u n c le a r  t e c h n o lo g ie s ,  and  f lu id  pa r t ic ipa tion  (C arte r ,  2002 ;
G era rd ,  2002 ; G reen ,  2007 ; K ezar  & E cke l ,  200 4 ;  R iley , 2 007 ,  S ch ee ren s ,  2001) .  In the  con tex t  
o f  shared  g o v ernance ,  p ro b lem a tic  goa ls  refe r  to those  w h ich  are  unc lea r ,  co m p e t in g ,  and 
inconsis ten t  (P id d u ck ,  2005). For  instance , facu lty  f ro m  d iffe ren t  fie lds  m ay  d es ire  fo r  d iffe ren t 
o u tc o m e s  acco rd in g  to the ir  unit g oa ls  and  e x p e c ta t io n  o f  shared  go v ern an ce .
U n c lea r  tech n o lo g ies  ind ica te  ins t i tu t ions  do  not c lea r ly  u n d e rs ta n d  the p ro cess  o f  
ac tiv ity  g o v e rn an ce  and o u tpu t  p ro duc tion .  For ins tance , the insti tu tion  no tices  so m e th in g  
effec t ive  but d o es  not trace  the reason . D ue  to  that,  c h o ic e s  o f  t e c h n o lo g y  are based  on  trial and 
error, p r io r  ex p e r ien ces ,  im ita t ion , and  inven tion  by n ecess i ty  (H en n ig an ,  2005) .  F lu id  
par t ic ipa tion  spec if ies  a c to rs ’ pa r t ic ip a t io n  level in d ec is io n  m ak in g  op p o r tu n i t ie s .  A t a 
C a l i fo rn ia  F acu l ty  S ena te  m ee ting ,  fo r  e x a m p le ,  an  in co n s is ten tly  p a r t ic ip a t in g  f acu l ty  m a y  not 
be  ab le  to  sa tis fy  q u o ru m  req u irem en t  (P usse r ,  2003) .  S ign if ican tly ,  the  th ree  m a jo r  c o n d i t io n s
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th e  a n a r c h ic a l  m o d e l  f o c u s e s  o n  in v o lv e  h u m a n  c o n d i t i o n s  s u c h  a s  m o t iv a t io n s ,  l e a d e rs h ip ,  
c o m m u n ic a t i o n ,  a n d  in f o r m a t io n  c h a n n e l s .
A  s u m m a r y  o f  th e  f irs t  th re e  d e c i s io n  m a k in g  th e o r y  m o d e l s  i s  n o te d  in T a b l e  2  b e l o w  
( B o la m ,  2 0 0 8 ;  D u n c a n ,  2 0 0 5 ;  G r e e n ,  2 0 0 7 ;  K e z a r  &  E c k e l ,  2 0 0 4 ;  R i le y ,  2 0 0 7 ;  T o w n ,  W h o l e y ,  
K r a le w s k i ,  D o w d ,  2 0 0 4 ;  W e e r t s ,  2 0 0 2 ) .
T a b l e  2
Comparison o f  Three Decision Making Models
M a n a g e m e n t
E le m e n t
C o l le g ia l P o li t ic a l A n a r c h ic a l
L e v e l  ( G o a ls In s t i tu t io n a l S u b u n i t U n c le a r
D e te r m in e d  at)
P ro c e s s  ( G o a ls A g r e e m e n t C o n f l i c t U n p r e d ic ta b le
D e te r m in e d  b y )
R e la t io n s h ip  ( G o a ls D e c i s io n s  b a s e d  on D e c i s io n s  b a s e d  o n V a g u e  a n d  u n c le a r .
< - >  D e c i s io n s ) a g r e e d  g o a l s D o m in a n t
C o a l i t io n s
P u r p o s e  in a d e q u a te  
g u id e  to  b e h a v io r .
N a tu r e  ( o f O b je c t iv e  r e a l i ty O r g a n iz a t io n a l P r o b le m a t i c -  lo o se
S t ru c tu r e ) ( la te ra l ) s t r u c tu re  e m e r g e s  
f r o m  p r o c e s s  o f  
b a r g a in in g  &  
n e g o t ia t io n - s u b u n i t  
c o n f l i c t
c o u p l in g  o f  
in s t i tu t io n a l  
a g g r e g a t io n s
L in k s  (w i th S h a r e d  d e c i s io n E m p h a s i z e s U n c e r t a in ty  -
E n v i r o n m e n t ) m a k in g  b lu r s s ig n i f i c a n c e  o f c o n t i n u e d  e x i s t e n c e
a c c o u n ta b i l i ty e x t e r n a l  in f lu e n c e s  
( in te r e s t  g r o u p s ) .  
P o w e r  th r o u g h  
k n o w le d g e -  c o n t ro l  
o f  b o u n d a r y
d e p e n d e n t  on  
s a t i s f y in g  n e e d  o f  
e n v i r o n m e n t
Bureaucratic
T h e  b u r e a u c r a t i c  m o d e l  o f  d e c i s io n  m a k i n g  is p o r t r a y e d  as  a  t o p - d o w n ,  r a t i o n a l  
d e l ib e r a t io n  p r o c e s s  th a t  l e a d s  to  s t a b i l i ty  a n d  l e g i t im a c y  o f  a d m in i s t r a t i v e  c o n t r o l  ( B u s h ,  2 0 0 6 ;  
M a n th a ,  S v a r a m a k r s h n a  &  N a r e n d r a n a th ,  2 0 0 6 ) .  B u r e a u c r a t i c  d e c i s i o n  m a k in g  f o c u s e s  on
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ou tco m es  ra th e r  than p rocess  and va lues  re spons ib il i ty  and d iv is ion  o f  au tho ri ty  (M inor ,  2004). 
B ureaucra tic  dec is ion  m ak in g  focuses  on au tho ri ty  ( leg it im ate ,  fo rm alized  pow er)  bu t ex c lu d es  
o ther  types  o f  p o w e r  such  as m ass  m o v em en ts ,  expert ise  pow er,  and  em o t io n  and sen tim en t 
p o w er  (H enn igan ,  2005 ; P u sse r  &  O rd o r ik a ,  200 1 ;  U n ive rs i ty  o f  R oches te r ,  2006) .  In the w orld  
o f  bureaucra t ic  d ec is ion  m ak in g ,  the p r im a ry  reason  for o rg an iza t io n s  to  ex is t  is to  ach ieve  
c learly  articu la ted  and rational goals , and the p rocess  is best desc r ib ed  as h ie ra rch ica l ,  co m p lex ,  
sys tem atic ,  spec ia l ized , and  con tro lled  by  adh er in g  to ru les  (H en n ig an ,  20 0 5 ;  B erg e r  & 
M cL en d o n , 2005 ; M inor ,  2004 ; P u sse r  &  O rd o r ik a ,  2001). B ureaucra t ic  d ec is ion  m ak in g  is 
desc r ibed  as h igh ly  ta sk -o rien ted ,  s tre ss ing  e f fec t iv en ess  and  p red ic tab il i ty  (H en n ig an ,  2005). 
Symbolic
W h en  u n d e r  the  cond i t io n s  o f  uncerta in ty ,  the sy m b o lic  m odel o f  dec is ion  m ak ing  
em erg es  in re sp o n se  to socia l  and cultu ra l  d e m a n d s  fo r  co n fo rm ity ,  to  pe rsuade  o the rs  o f  the 
leg it im acy  o f  insti tu tional va lues  and  sou rces  (D u n c a n ,  2005 ; F avero ,  20 0 5 ;  K ezar  &  E ckel,
2004 ; M errit t ,  2003 ; Pusser ,  2003). A  facu lty  sena te  se rves  th ree  sy m b o lic  p u rp o ses  to  connec t  
c a m p u s  o rgan iza tion  and  opera t ion :  (a) ins ti tu tional m e m b e rsh ip  in the h ig h e r  ed u ca t io n  system ; 
(b) co llec t ive  and  ind iv idual c o m m itm e n t  to p ro fess iona l  va lues ;  and  (c) jo in t  
f acu lty /adm in is tra t ion  acc e p tan c e  o f  ex is t in g  au tho ri ty  re la t ionsh ips  ra ther  than  the ir  ab ili ty  to 
m ake  d ec is ion  or  as a s truc tu re  to channe l  au tho ri ty  (K eza r  &  E ckel,  2004) .
Cybernetic & Systemic
T h e  cy b ern e t ic  m odel o f  d ec is ion  m a k in g  iden tif ies  the im p o r tan ce  o f  reco g n iz in g  the 
l inkages be tw een  various  g o v e rn an ce  subun its ,  w h ich  e m p h a s iz e s  the  c r i t ica l ro le  sy s tem s  play  
in insti tu tional cho ices  (K e z a r  &  E ckel,  2004) .  T h e  sy s tem ic  m ode l  o f  d ec is io n  m a k in g  
desc r ibes  the co n cep t  o f  h ow  w e  u n d e rs ta n d  a c a m p u s  th rough  o u r  re la t io n sh ip s  w ith  the  ex te rna l
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e n v iro n m e n t  (B erger ,  2001-2002) .  C o l leg es  and  un ivers i t ies  are  op en  sy s tem s in te rac ting  with 
ex ternal forces  in ex ch an g e  o f  m ateria l  (m o n ey  from  tu ition , grants , con trac ts ,  and  g ifts  etc.), 
h u m an  (faculty  and s tuden ts  etc .) , and sy m b o lic  ( repu ta t ion  and  p restige ,  d isc ip l in a ry  norm s, 
rank ings ,  p rofile  o f  inco m in g  s tuden ts  etc.) resources  (W ill iam s ,  B erger  &  M c L e n d o n ,  2005). 
Rational- Comprehensi ve
T h e  ra t io n a l-co m p reh en s iv e  m odel o f  d ec is ion  m a k in g  is an o th e r  n am e  for no rm ative  
d ec is io n -m ak in g  — an ana ly tica l p ro ced u re  that ev a lu a tes  the  co s t  and  ben e f i ts  o f  all poss ib le  
so lu tions  so po licy  m ak e rs  can dec id e  w h ich  d ec is ion  is w orth  reach ing  (H o s to v sk y ,  2006) .  As 
the  theo ry  is p red e te rm in ed ,  severa l s teps  are  invo lv ed  in the ra t io n a l-co m p reh en s iv e  m odel:  the 
va lue  is c lar if ied , m ean s -en d  ana lys is  is co n s tru c ted  th ro u g h  w h ich  the end  is d e te rm in e d  and 
f ina lly  the m eans  are  ch o sen  a f te r  th o ro u g h  ev a lu a t io n  o f  all poss ib i l i t ies  (H ahn , 2006). 
D e c is io n -m a k in g  inc ludes  a fo rm a t  o f  ac tion  e x ten d in g  o v e r  t im e, and  invo lv in g  m a n y  dec is ions ,  
bo th  rou tine  and  no n -ro u t in e  (S a in t-G erm ain ,  2002) .  O v era l l ,  the m e th o d  not has  to  be  ab le  to 
p ro d u ce  a p ro m is in g  resu lts  w h ich  will ach ieve  the goal.
F rom  p ro b le m s  to  so lu t io n s  (po lic ies) ,  the p o l ic y m a k e rs  ev a lu a te  each  p ro b le m 's  
re la t ionsh ip  to  va lues ,  m ake goa ls  and  d ev ise  p lans  to  a c c o m p l ish  the goals . W h i le  ev a lu a t in g  
the  p rob lem , the p o l ic y m a k e rs  p o n d e r  w h e th e r  the  p ro b lem  is w o r th w h i le  to ad d re ss  and 
de te rm in e  its priority . A f te r  the cos t-an a ly s is  ev a lu a t io n ,  p o l ic y m a k e rs  c h o o se  the  so lu tion  that 
will m a x im iz e  the  ou tco m e . T h e  c h o ic e  is b ased  on p o l ic y m a k e rs ’ v a lu es ,  goa ls ,  and  p re fe ren ces  
(M c L e n d o n ,  2003). T here fo re ,  ra tional logic can  be found  from  the  p ro b lem  to the so lu tion . 
Incremental
T h e  in c rem en ta l  m odel o f  dec is ion  m a k in g  is d if fe ren t  f ro m  ra t io n a l-c o m p reh e n s iv e  
dec is ion  m a k in g  as  it l im its  varie ty ,  has  less o rgan iza t io n ,  and  p rev en ts  va lu e  tu rnover.
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Inc rem en ta l  dec is ion  m a k in g  a lso  is ca lled  the  m e th o d  o f  success ive  l im ited  c o m p a r iso n s  (Saint-  
G erm ain ,  2002). A s  “b o u n d ed  ra t iona li ty” (H o s to v sk y ,  2006) ,  the  p h i lo so p h y  beh ind  
increm enta l dec is ion  m ak in g  is that this m odel a s su m es  d eep  c o m p le x i ty  is b ey o n d  hum an  
cogn it ion , and  hence  the o rgan iza t iona l  d e c is io n -m a k in g  b e c o m e s  vag u e  and  co n s tra in s  its 
capacity .
“ D is jo in ted  increm enta l  i sm ” (D ryzek , 2 0 0 2 )  is the ap p lica t ion  o f  b o u n d e d  ra tionality . 
D is jo in ted  in c rem en ta l ism  po rtrays  the po litical o rgan iza t ion  d ec is io n -m a k in g  p rocess  as 
“ m u d d lin g  th ro u g h ” (L ew is ,  2003 ; H ayes,  2002) .  D ue  to  po litical p re ssu re  and  f rag m en ted  
in fo rm ation ,  p o l ic y m a k e rs  tend to  pu rsue  sa t is fy in g  resu lts  ra th e r  than to  do  th e ir  best.  In 
conseq u en ce ,  the  po lic ies  p ro d u ced  rem ain  s im ila r  to  the s ta tu s  quo.
T h e  increm enta l  m odel o f  dec is ion  m a k in g  ho lds  th ree  p re su m p tio n s :  (a) vag u e  
in fo rm atio n  p rov ides  l im ited  ch o ices ,  (b) d ec is ion  m ak e rs  have  u n cer ta in  p re fe ren ces  and are 
inconsis ten t,  and  (c) d ec is io n s  are  f ra g m en ted  and m in o r  (M c L e n d o n ,  2003) .  T h e  pattern  o f  
increm en ta l  dec is ion  m a k in g  focuses  on  m in o r  dec is ions .  B asica lly ,  d ec is ion  m a k e rs  pursue  
sm all  ch a n g e s  from  the s ta tu s  q u o  instead  o f  a c o m p re h e n s iv e  m akeover .
D u r ing  several p ro b le m  e v a lu a t io n s ,  o n ly  the  latest is co ns ide red .  A s  a result,  dec is ion  
m akers  e l im in a te  p ro b lem s  that a re  bo ring ,  h a rd ,  in flex ib le , im pa lpab le ,  d is tant,  bu t a lso  
so m e tim e s  those  that are  im p o r ta n t  (H o s to v sk y ,  2006) .  T he  in c rem en ta l  d ec is io n  m a k in g  
desc r ibes  p o l ic y m a k e rs ’ s tra teg ies  fo r  c h o o s in g  p e rm a n e n t  p ro b le m s  that a l low  s lo w  p rog ress  
(H o n ad le ,  2005) .  S tra teg ies  such  as se lec t ive  c o n s id e ra t io n  a n d  co n s id e r in g  p o li t ica l  benefi ts  are 
so m e  o f  the m e th o d s  (N ew to n  & V an  D eth ,  2005) .  In in c re m e n ta l  d ec is io n  m ak in g ,  the po licy  
m ak e rs  o n ly  ch o o se  a few  m e th o d s  to  app ro ach  the  p ro b lem , p ro c e e d  w ith  a im less  a tt i tude , and 
c rea te  f ra g m e n te d  w ork  f ro m  c o n f l ic t in g  o b je c t iv e s  be tw een  a few par t ic ipan ts .
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T h e  a d v an tag e  o f  inc rem en ta l  dec is ion  m a k in g  is to reach  the c o n se n su s  eas i ly  w ithou t 
any d ram atic  ch an g es  invo lved  and en d s  up  p ro d u c in g  u n p ro d u c t iv e  po licy . T h e  reason  th is  type 
is adop ted  is b ecau se  it e l im ina tes  m ult ip le  possib ili t ies  and saves  t im e  from  w o rry in g  abou t the 
effect d if fe ren t  ap p ro ach es  will c au se  (K a lash n y k ,  2003) .  T h e  goal and  s tra teg ies  are  co ns tan tly  
m odif ied  in th is  m odel to  m eet the m idd le  c o m m o n  ground . T h e  goal is a lso  ad jus ted  to  m ake  
the po licy  m ore  appea ling . T he  na tu re  o f  the p ro b lem  is rare ly  so lved  by  o n e  s ing le  policy. 
T here fo re ,  in c rem en ta l  d ec is ion  m a k in g  b e c o m e s  a s tra tegy  to a l lev ia te  the sy m p to m  instead  o f  
be ing  effec tive  by  so lv ing  it a l toge the r  (K a lashnyk ,  2003) .  S a in t-G e rm a in  (2002)  a lso  p ro v id es  a 
com parison :
T ab le  3
Comparison o f  Two Decision Making Models
R a t io n a l-co m p reh en s iv e  Increm enta l
1. D efine  the p ro b le m  so that it is  separa te  1. It is a ccep ted  that p ro b le m s  ar ise  in a co n tex t ,  so
f ro m  o th e r  p rob lem s. that p ro b le m s  are not d is t inc t  f ro m  one  another.
2. List all the goals  and o b jec t iv es  and  2. T h e  g u id in g  cri te r ia  are p ro g ra m  ob jec tives ,  
the ir  re lative w e igh ts  o r  values.
3. List all the a l te rnatives .  3. A few a lte rna tives  are  co n s id e red ,  w h ich  d iffe r
on ly  m arg in a l ly  f ro m  the ex is t in g  p rog ram .
4. List the cos ts  and c o n se q u e n c e s  o f  each  4. S o m e  o f  the c o n se q u e n c e s  o f  each  a lte rna tive  are
alternative . considered .
5. C a lcu la te  the ratio  o f  cos ts  to benefi ts  5. T h e  p ro b lem  m a y  be  co n t in u a l ly  re -d e f in ed  as
fo r  each  a l te rnative .  d iffe ren t m e a n s  are  p ro p o sed  to  a ch iev e  the  des ired
ends ;  it is ad ju s ted  to m a k e  it m ore  m anageab le .
6. Iden tify  the  a lte rna tive  that m a x im iz e s  6. A g re e m e n t  is re a c h e d  on  at least one  good
a tta in m en t  o f  goa ls  and  ob jec t ives .  so lu t io n ,  even  if  it is not the best po ss ib le  so lu tion .
7. T he  best a lte rna tive  is that w h ich  m ost 7. A  g o o d  d ec is ion  is one  w h ich  is ag reed  upon  and
effic ien tly  ach iev es  the  g iven  goal. w h ich  p ro d u ces  be tte r  c o n d i t io n s  in the  sho r t  run.
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State Higher Education Boards
In o rd e r  to u n d ers tand  state h ig h e r  ed u ca t io n  b o a rd s  inc lusively ,  this sec tion  o f  the 
literature  rev iew  inc luded  (a) a h is to ry  o f  state h ig h e r  ed u ca t io n  boards ,  (b) types  o f  s ta te  h igher  
educa tion  boards,  and (c) board  responsib ili t ies .
State Higher Education Board History
T h e  lay bo ard  w as  in it ia ted  in tw e lf th  c en tu ry  m ed ieva l  un ivers i t ies  in the  N ether lands ,  
Italy, Ireland, S w itze r land ,  S co tland ,  and E n g lan d  (F ish e r  &  K och, 1996; F o w le ,  2005 ; R und , 
1992). T he  U n ive rs i ty  o f  L eyden  in the  N e th e r lan d s  w as  the  first to c rea te  a  lay g o v e rn in g  bo ard  
m odel,  and the U n ivers i ty  o f  F lo rence  in Italy  fo llow ed  (S k inner ,  1993). In E ng land ,  no 
un ivers i t ies  w ere  e s tab lished  w ith o u t  lay boards .  L ay  b o a rd s  w ere  e s tab l ish ed  to p reven t  con tro l 
by  a s ing le  ru ler o r  a m o b  ty ran n y  (F ow le , 2005) .  T h e  sy s tem  o f  lay g o v e rn an ce  a im s to  protect 
f reedom  o f  speech  and  be  respons ib le  to the c h a n g in g  trends  and  c irc u m sta n c es  in soc ie ty  and 
the  u n ive rs i ty  (S i lb e rm an ,  1987). T h e re fo re ,  e le m e n ts  fo r  lay bo ard  p h i lo so p h y  are  b a se d  on:
1. re liance  on the  c it izen , ra th e r  than g o v e rn m e n t  for d irec tion  and  contro l;
2. p ro tec tion  o f  a cad em ic  f reed o m  and  a  w id e  range  o f  d iffe ren t  po in ts  o f  v iew ;
3. selec tion  and su p p o r t  o f  e ffec tive  c h ie f  e x ecu t iv e  leadersh ip  o u ts ide  the political 
p rocess  o f  g o v e rn m en t;  and
4. sens i t iv i ty  to  the  n eed s  o f  h ig h e r  e d u c a t io n ’s v a r io u s  cons ti tuen ts .  (S i lb e rm an ,  1987, 
p. 42)
W ith  those  ex c lu s iv e  re sponsib il i t ies ,  b o a rd s  b e c o m e  the  a d v o ca te s  fo r  the ir  ins t i tu t ions  a n d  the 
b uffers  to pro tec t ins t i tu t ions  f ro m  im p ro p e r  o u ts id e  in te r fe ren ce  (R u e l ,  1996).
T h e  C a lv in is t  church  w as  in c h a rg e  o f  h ig h e r  e d u c a t io n  lay b o a rd s  in s ix teen th  cen tu ry  
S co t lan d  (R u n d ,  1992). T h is  trad ition  w as  ad ap ted  to  the  N e w  W o r ld ;  H a rv a rd ’s first g o v e rn in g
22
board  w as  es tab lished  in 1642 (H eller ,  2004 ; K ezar, 2006 ; Lucas, 1996; S ta teU n ivers i ty .com , 
2007), and W il l iam  and M a r y ’s bo a rd  w as  c rea ted  in 1693. Both  fo l low ed  the  trad ition  o f  
O xford , C am b rid g e ,  and  the U n ive rs i ty  o f  P aris  -  a dual board ,  in w h ich  faculty  se rved  on one  o r  
bo th  boards  (Fow le , 200 5 ;  N ason ,  1982; R u n d ,  1992; S k in n er ,  1993). In the  N ew  W o rld ,  there  
w e re n ’t e n o u g h  learned m en  w ith  m o n ey  to  support  th is  s ty le  o f  boa rd ,  and  this resu lted  in the 
dec line  o f  the e l i t ism  o f  “co l leg iu m  sc h o la s t ic u m ” (S k inner ,  1993, p. 8). C o l leg iu m  
sch o las t icu m  w as  roo ted  in a co n cep t  tha t  facu lty  sh o u ld  have  equal p o w e r  in g o v e rn in g  
educa tiona l  insti tu tions that h o nored  the ir  m ystica l  and  institu tional trad it ion  o f  patr is tic  
ph i lo so p h y  w ith  re l ig ious  d o g m a  (M e r r ia m -W e b s te r ’s C o lleg ia te  D ic tionary , 2003).
In 1746, Y ale  and P rince ton  each  ch a r te red  a un i ta ry  bo a rd  o f  lay m en  as the ir  final 
authority . Soon , lay g o v e rn an ce  o f  h ig h e r  edu ca t io n  b o o m e d  th rough  s ta tu te ,  cha r te r ,  or 
constitu tiona l p rov is ions  (R uel, 1996). In the  e a r ly  co lon ia l  pe r iod , g o v e rn in g  boards  p ro v id ed  
institu tional s tew ard sh ip  fo r  h ir in g  p res iden ts ,  rev iew in g  b u d g e ts ,  and  se rv ing  as insti tu tional 
advocates .
T he  passage  o f  the M orr i l l  A c t in 1862 put in to  ac t ion  the un iq u e ly  A m e r ic a n  c o n c e p t  o f  
land-gran t ins ti tu tions (H eller ,  2004 ; S k inner ,  1993). A s  m ore  pub lic  u n iv e rs i ty  sy s te m s  w ere 
e s tab lished  in the  U nited  S ta tes , ind iv idua l  s ta tes  took  o v e r  con tro l  o f  the ir  lay b o a rd s  (K err  & 
G ade , 1989). T h e  e x p ec ta t io n  w as  that b o a rd s  w o u ld  be  in c h a rg e  o f  ins t i tu t iona l  m a n a g e m e n t  
and w o u ld  exe rc ise  the ir  f iduc ia ry  re spons ib il i t ie s  to pro tec t  and  p rese rve  in s t i tu t ions  and 
insti tu tional asse ts  (F ow le , 2005). F u r th e rm o re ,  those  b o a rd s  w ere  co n s id e red  s ta te  agenc ies ,  
w h ich  had been  g ran ted  au tho ri ty  o v e r  public  un ivers i t ies ,  and so they  a lso  rep re sen ted  the 
s ta te ’s interests.
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Eight states had higher education boards prior to W orld W ar II and 14 more states 
established such boards after the war (Ruel, 1996). W hile other countries’ boards were 
com posed o f  quasi-official senior faculty bodies, Am erican universities used lay governing 
boards as the m edium  for getting the public, faculty, and students to participate in institutional 
governance (Skinner, 1993). The current unique style o f  Am erican governing boards has existed 
since 1950.
Throughout the 1950s to the 1980s, universities expanded so legislatures searched for 
ways to better coordinate activities in their states (Fowle, 2005). By 1958, 17 states had 
developed their boards into either consolidated or coordinated h igher education boards (Gross, 
2005). By 1974, just three states had not developed board m echanism s (M cGuinness, 2005; 
M cLendon, 2000). Now  every state either has a consolidated governing board, coordinating 
board, or planning agency according to its needs.
Types o f  S ta te H igher Education Boards
Gross (2005) and M cG uiness (2005) proclaimed that there are three types o f  statewide 
supervisional higher education boards: (a) consolidated governing boards, (b) coordinating 
boards, and (c) planning/service agencies. These three types o f  s tatewide higher education 
boards provide different functions for different needs. Therefore, states developed different 
higher education systems varying with board type.
C onsolidated governing hoards. Consolidated governing boards include two types. The 
first type has a board that oversees all public institutions o f  higher education. T he second type 
has one board for com m unity  colleges and a separate board for four year colleges (M cGuinness, 
2005; Nicholson-Crotty  & Meier, 2003). These boards “ . . .h av e  governing responsibility for the 
public institutions in their sta tes’ systems. That is, they have all the rights and responsibilities of
24
a corporate board as conveyed by law” (Chance, 2002, p. 23). The consolidated governing board 
is the m ost centralized. Governing boards in general possess three direct and critical powers: 
budget control, program control, and personnel authority (Gross, 2005).
Further, Waller, Coble and G iam portone (2000) postulated that the greatest challenge for 
consolidated governing boards is the tension between the board’s statewide planning and the 
individual institutional needs. Consolidated governing boards that focus on statewide planning 
overlook the state education sys tem ’s diversity and richness. On the other hand, when this type 
o f  board submits to the dem ands o f  individual institutional budget allocations and personnel 
decisions, it puts state priorities and needs in a position o f  disadvantage (Waller, Scharer & 
Giamportone, 2000).
C oordinating boards. Coordinating boards are usually considered as intermediary or 
buffering agencies (Knott & Payne, 2004: Lowry, 2006; M cLendon, 2000; N icholson-Crotty  & 
Meier, 2003; Payne & Roberts, 2003). As C hance (2002) postulated:
Coordinating boards typically do not m anage institutions. They  do not have 
corporate status in the governing board sense. They  hire, com pensate , and can fire 
their own ch ief  executive and staff but not those o f  the institutions. They are supposed to 
focus on state needs and priorities rather than those o f  the institutions, (p. 23)
By the nature o f  coordinating boards, they can effectively address postsecondary educational 
needs o f  the state from local to statewide (W aller et al., 2000). Coordinating boards benefit 
groups o f  institutions the most, especially in states that have num erous institutions with high 
enrollment (W aller et al., 2000). The reason is that coordinating boards focus on coordination of 
program and budget approval, while institutional boards take responsibility for governance. 
Nonetheless, coordinating boards duplicate the institutional board 's  job. For example,
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insti tu tional boards  m ay be  too  focused  on  their  o w n  area  o r  institu tional type  and  m iss  the big 
p icture  o f  coo rd ina tion  (W alle r  et al., 2000).
C o o rd ina ting  boards  inc lude  tw o types. R egu la to ry  c o o rd in a t in g  b o a rd s  and  adv iso ry  
boards  (A ltbach , B erdahl & G u m p o rt ,  2005 ; K no tt  &  Payne , 2004 ; M cG u in n ess ,  2002) .  N e ithe r  
regu la to ry  coo rd in a t in g  b o a rd s  no r  ad v iso ry  b o a rd s  m an ag e  pub lic  un ivers i t ies  on a da ily  basis . 
H ow ever ,  regu la to ry  c o o rd in a t in g  b o a rd s  possess  s tronger  board  p o w e rs  in m a jo r  areas  o f  
insti tu tional func tion ing  such  as p ro g ra m  approva l  au thority .  A d v iso ry  b o a rd s  are  b o a rd s  with 
no p rog ram  app rova l  au thority ; they  on ly  have  au th o r i ty  to rev iew  and  reco m m en d .
R egu la to ry  c o o rd in a t in g  boards  fall into th ree  ca tego ries ,  d e p e n d in g  on w h e th e r  they 
address  con so l id a ted  o r  a g g reg a ted  bud g e ts ,  o v ersee  bud g e t  rev iew s  and  re c o m m e n d a t io n s ,  or 
have  no s ta tu to ry  bu d g e t  role (K no tt  &  Payne , 2004) .  By c o m p a r iso n ,  a d v iso ry  boards  e i the r  
rev iew  conso l id a ted  o r  ag g rega ted  b u d g e ts  o r  o v e rsee  budget  rev iew s  and  re c o m m en d a t io n s .
C o o rd in a t in g  b o a rd s  h av e  three basic  k inds  o f  pow er.  T h e y  (a) p repa re  and  m ain ta in  
m a s te r  p lans , (b) o v ersee  bud g e t  rev iew s  and re c o m m e n d a t io n s ,  and (c) a p p ro v e  new  deg ree  
p ro g ram s (G ross ,  2005) .  A c c o rd in g  to  W a l le r  (2000)  and  M c G u in e s s  (20 0 5 ) ,  c o o rd in a t in g  
boards  in genera l have  e igh t func tions:  (a) p lann ing ,  (b) po licy  a g e n d a  o r  ac t ing  as ch an g e  
agen ts ,  (c) po licy  an a ly s is  and  p ro b lem  reso lu tion ,  (d) m iss io n  d e f in i t ion ,  (e) a cad em ic  p ro g ram  
rev iew , (f) bu d g e t  fo rm u la  to inc lude  fu n d in g  fo rm u la s  and  reso u rce  reso lu tion , (g) s tudent 
f inancia l ass is tance ,  and (h) adm in is t ra t io n  o f  o th e r  and  fede ra l  and  state p ro g ra m s  o f  h ig h e r  
educa tion  (C urs ,  2007 ; M cG u in ess ,  200 5 ;  W a l le r  at el., 2000).
C o n so l id a ted  g o v e rn in g  b o a rd s  have  the  au th o r i ty  to  ope ra te  th e ir  ins ti tu tions ,  to  appo in t  
and rem o v e  p res iden ts ,  and  to  m ak e  o th e r  d ec is io n s  not reserved  by  the  sta te  in re la tion  to 
coo rd in a t io n  and  acco u n tab i l i ty  o f  h ig h e r  ed u ca t io n  (G ross ,  2 0 0 5 ;  W eer ts ,  2002) .  C o o rd in a t in g
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b o a rd s ’ au tho ri ty  is l im ited  to  on ly  deve lo p in g  gu ide lines .  T h u s ,  con so l id a ted  g o v e rn in g  boards  
represent s t ro n g e r  leadersh ip  and cen tra l ized  dec is ion  m a k in g  (K no tt  & Payne , 2001) .  U nlike  
conso l id a ted  g o v e rn in g  boards ,  c o o rd in a t in g  b o a rd s  p re fe r  to co ns truc t  co n g ru en ce  am o n g  
ins t i tu tions instead o f  coun t in g  on central  authority . C o o rd in a t in g  boards  tend  to s treng then  
un ivers i ty  p re s id en ts ’ ab ili ty  to deal with  facu lty  res is tance  to ch an g e  (K nott  &  Payne , 2001).
C o n so l id a ted  g o v e rn in g  and  c o o rd in a t in g  b o a rd s  are  a lso  d iffe ren t  in the ir  o r ien ta t ions  
and perspec tives  (H eller ,  2003) .  C o n so l id a ted  g o v e rn in g  b o a rd s  are  o r ien ted  to w ard  state h igher  
educa tion  insti tu tions, w h ile  coo rd in a t in g  b o a rd s  a re  o r ien ted  to w ard  s ta te  g o v e rn m en t  
(M acT ag g a rt ,  2004 ; M c L e n d o n ,  20 0 3 ;  L o n g a n e c k e r ,  20 0 6 ;  W eer ts ,  2002). C o n so l id a ted  
g o v e rn in g  boards  are co n ce rn ed  w ith  po licy  issues that are ignored  by  the g o v e rn o r  or  
legis la ture , w hile  c o o rd in a t in g  boards  are  invo lv ed  w ith  issues that are in te res t ing  to the 
g o v e rn o r  and  legis la ture  (M cT ag g a r t ,  200 4 ;  M c L e n d o n ,  200 3 ;  L on g an eck e r ,  200 6 ;  W eerts ,  
2002). In p erspec tives ,  c o n so l id a te d  g o v e rn in g  b o a rd s  ca re  abou t insti tu tional needs  w h ich  the 
sta te  has  not addressed . F o r  ex a m p le ,  c a m p u se s  sh o u ld  be  cap ab le  o f  p ro v id in g  ed u ca t io n a l  
se rv ices  to  fulfill  s ta te  d e m a n d s  and  a lso  a im  to  upg rade  e a c h  p a r t icu la r  in s t i tu t io n ’s p res tige  and 
status. By con tras t ,  c o o rd in a t in g  boards  are  co n c e rn e d  w ith  sta te  g o v e rn m e n t  p r iorit ies  in 
p rov id ing  h ig h e r  educa tion  adeq u a te ly  instead  o f  e x cess iv e ly  (H eller ,  2 0 0 3 ;  L o n g a n e c k e r ,  2006). 
See T ab le  4  fo r  the s treng ths  and  co n c e rn s  o f  c o n so l id a te d  g o v e rn in g  and  c o o rd in a t in g  boards  
(G av lik ,  200 3 ,  p. 2):
T ab le  4
Strengths and Concerns o f  Consolidated Governing and Coordinating Boards
Potentia l  C h arac te r is t ics C o n so l id a ted  G o v e rn in g  
Board
C o o rd in a t in g  B oard
Potentia l S trengths 1. E n g a g e s  in s ta tew ide  
stra teg ic  p lann ing
1. E n g a g e s  in s ta tew ide  
s tra teg ic  p lan n in g
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Potentia l C h arac te r is t ics  C o n so l id a ted  G o v e rn in g C o o rd in a t in g  Board
Board
2. R esp o n d s  to  state 2. R e sp o n d s  to  state
priorit ies priorit ies
3. C an  appoin t,  set 3. L e a d s  in d es ig n in g  and
co m p en sa t io n  for, and im p lem en tin g  a r ticu la tion
eva lua te  bo th  sy s tem  and initia tives frequently
insti tu tiona l ch ie f
e xecu tives
4. G u a rd s  against 4. B uilds  c o n se n su s  to m ake
dup lica tion ch an g e ,  par t icu la r ly  with 
b u d ge ting ,  p ro g ra m  rev iew  
and articula tion
5. E n su res  p ro g ra m  qua li ty 5. R esp o n d s  to m arket
th rough  p ro g ra m  approval fo rce s /n eed s  q u ick ly
m ethods
6. Is a rm ed  to address 6. S en ses  c o n s u m e r  needs
ar ticu la tion  and transfe r
issues
7. H as pow erfu l  s ta tu to ry 7. Is usua lly  a d irec t pa r tne r
au tho ri ty w ith  p r iva te  sec to r
Potentia l  C o n ce rn s  1. C en tra l  p lan n in g  can go 1. Insti tu t iona l  dec is io n s  at
aga ins t  e m p h a s is  on  m arke t the  local level can  be  in
need s /s lo w  to resp o n d  to d irect conflic t  w ith  v iew s
m arke t  needs he ld  at s ta te  level, c rea t ing  
tens ion  be tw een  policy  
m a k e rs  and  ins ti tu tions
2. B eco m es  w e ig h ed  d o w n 2. S tate  p r iorit ies  can  take
w ith  in ternal co n c e rn s  and “b ack  sea t” to  local
co llec t ive  b a rg a in in g  effo r ts lobby ing  effo r ts
at the  su b sy s te m  level
f requen tly
3. C an  e v o lv e  into large, 3. C an  be  d iff icu lt  to  c rea te
ineffec tive  b u reau c rac ie s po licy  ch an g e
4. C o o p e ra t io n  w ith  the 4. D iff icu lt  to  reverse
private  sec to r  can  be en ac ted  po lic ies
nonex is ten t
5. Poli t ica l ly  in f luenced  on 5. C o n s id e re d  w eak  in
m ic ro  issues  at the s ta tu to ry  au tho ri ty
un ivers i ty  level heav ily
6. L a c k s  necessa ry  d a ta  to 6. P e rce iv ed  so m e t im e s  as
assess  insti tu tiona l p o w er le ss  o r  “ to o th le s s” if
p e r fo rm an ce  frequen tly c o n se n su s  b u i ld in g  is 
s ta lled
28
P oten tia l  C harac te r is t ics C o n so l id a ted  G o v e rn in g  
Board
C o o rd in a t in g  B oard
7. D ev e lo p s  tense  
re la t ionsh ips  be tw een  
p rofessional leaders  and 
s tate g o v e rn m en t
7. S ta tew id e  in it ia tives  can 
be  h in d ered  w ith o u t  the 
vo lun ta ry  c o o p e ra t io n  o f  all 
insti tu tions
P la n n in g /se rv ice  a genc ies. P lann in g /se rv ice  agenc ies  possess  p lan n in g  and  in fo rm ation  
func tions  w ithou t  au thori ty  fo r  a p p ro v in g  n ew  d eg ree  p ro g ra m s  or re c o m m e n d in g  o pera t ion  and 
capita l budge ts  (K nott  & Payne, 2004 ; P ayne  &  R ober ts ,  2003) .  See T a b le  5 b e lo w  fo r  overa ll  
h igher  e duca tion  state bo a rd  rev iew  (M cG u in n ess ,  2 002 ,  p . l ) :
T ab le  5
H ig h e r  E d u ca tio n  S ta te  B o a rd  R ev iew
B oard  C a tego rie s B oard  T y p e s B oard  R esponsib il i t ies
C o n so l id a ted  g o v ern ing  
B oards
O ne  board  for all public  
ins ti tu tions
T w o  boards  e n c o m p a ss in g  
tw o  and  fou r  year  public  
insti tu tions
C o o rd in a t in g  boards
R egu la to ry  c o o rd in a t in g  
boards: B oards  w ith  
p rog ram  approva l 
au thori ty
C o n so l id a ted  o r  ag g rega ted  
budget
B udge t  rev iew  and 
re c o m m e n d a t io n
N o  sta tu to ry  b u d g e t  role
A d v iso ry  boards: b o a rd s  
with  no p ro g ra m  approva l  
au tho ri ty -on ly  au tho ri ty  to  
rev iew  and  re c o m m e n d
C o n so l id a ted  o r  a g g reg a ted  
bud g e t
B udge t  rev iew  and 
re c o m m e n d a t io n
P lann ing /S erv ice
agenc ies
N o s ta tu to ry  b u d g e t  o r  p ro g ram  
app rova l  roles
A s fo r  genera l s tate  h ig h e r  ed u c a t io n  b o a rd  d e m o g ra p h ic  s ta tus ,  the n u m b e r  o f  v o ting  
m em b ers  ran g es  f ro m  7 to  13, and the  av e rag e  length  o f  reg u la r  s ta te  h ig h e r  ed u c a t io n  b o a rd
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m em bers’ terms of office is between two to seven years (W aller et al., 2000). State higher 
education board members are appointed by either governors or legislatures according to the 
geographical boundaries o f  the districts statewide (Knott & Heller, 2004; Payne, 2004; 
StateUniversity.com, 2007). In som e states, the governor cannot appoint two-thirds or more of 
the m em bers from a single political party.
R elated research. Research regarding state higher education boards has many aspects 
such as line o f  authority, roles, procedures, and bodies responsible for decision making. The 
major themes discussed by Kezar and Eckel (2004) included centralization versus 
decentralization, authority, hierarchy, bureaucracy, size, and efficiency. For example, this study 
articulated centralized versus decentralized structure focused on cam pus decision making shifted 
from centralized to decentralized (Clark, 1963). The subunits and bureaucratization such as 
faculty senates, student governments, or cam pus councils were useful for sharing decision 
making effectively in com plex organizations (Baldrige, 1971; Mintzberg, 1979).
Cohen and March (1986) investigated the relationship between decentralization, 
authority, and size; they concluded that shared authority in large sized institutions led to less 
influential university presidential leadership. Three hierarchical studies em phasized the need to 
recognize the linkages between various governance subunits and their im portance in institutional 
choices (Birnbaum, 1988, 1989; Chait, Holand, & Taylor, 1996).
M intzberg (1979) and Stroup (1966) conducted several studies on bureaucracy. Those 
studies provided features o f  bureaucracy such as chain o f  com m and, role differentiation, 
increasing num ber o f  policies, and systematizing o f  processes from  increased organizational size 
and complexity. T w o  aspects o f  this project are the bodies responsible for decision m aking and
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the e ff ic iency  o f  those  bod ies .  T he  fo llow ing  fo u r  s tud ies  w ere  c r i t iqued  as they rep resen ted  this 
p ro jec t’s focus.
G ro ss  (2005),  K nott  and  Payne (2001),  N ich o lso n -C ro t ty  and M eie r  (2003) ,  and  S to tler  
(2001) co m p a re d  pe rfo rm an ce  be tw een  three types o f  state h igher  ed u ca t io n  boards ,  that is, 
conso l id a ted  g o v e rn in g  boards ,  c o o rd in a t in g  boards ,  and  p lan n in g  agenc ies .  G ro ss  (2005) 
d iscussed  state go v e rn an ce  s truc tu res  and h ig h e r  educa tion  p e r fo rm an ce ;  Knott  and  P ayne  (2001)  
articu la ted  the  im pac t  o f  state go v e rn an ce  s truc tu re  on  m a n a g e m e n t  and p e r fo rm an ce  o f  public  
o rgan iza t ions ;  N ich o lso n -C ro t ty  and M e ie r  (2003)  inves t iga ted  polit ics , s truc tu re ,  and  policy; 
and  S to tle r  (2001)  ack n o w led g ed  the use o f  s ta tew ide  p ro g ra m  rev iew  resu lts  in re la tion  to  the 
pu rp o se  o f  the  rev iew , app ro ach  o f  the p ro g ram , and  g o v e rn an ce  s truc tu re  as pe rce ived  by 
acad em ic  officers.
G ro ss  (2005) s tud ied  s ta te  g o v e rn an ce  s truc tu re  and  h igher  ed u ca t io n  p e rfo rm an ce .  T h is  
s tudy  u til ized  an ex is t ing  d a tabase ,  M easu re  U p  2 0 0 0 -N a tio n a l  R eport  C a rd  for H ig h e r  
E duca tion ,  to c o m p a re  4 6  s ta te s ’ h ig h e r  e d u ca t io n  p e r fo rm an ce  in the  U n ited  S ta tes . In this 
d a tabase ,  the  in d ep en d en t  va r iab les  w e re  ca teg o r ized  as p rep ara t io n ,  p a r t ic ipa tion ,  a f fo rdab il i ty ,  
c o m p le t io n ,  and benefits .  F lorida , A laska ,  D e law are ,  and  M ich igan  w ere  no t inc luded  b ecau se  
the ir  s tate  s truc tu res  w ere  n e ithe r  c o n so l id a ted  n o r  c o o rd in a t in g  boards .  W h i le  G ro ss  fo u n d  no 
re la t ionsh ip  be tw een  bo ard  s truc tu res  and  p ro g ra m  rev iew  p repara t ion ,  pa r t ic ipa tion , and 
c o m p le t io n ,  he did a rgue  that there  w as  a d if fe ren ce  b e tw een  c o n so l id a ted  and  c o o rd in a t in g  
boards  rega rd ing  h ig h e r  educa tion  fu n d in g  an d /o r  f inanc ia l  fac tors .
G ro ss  (2005)  co n c lu d ed  that co l leg es  g o v e rn ed  by  c o n so l id a ted  b o a rd s  p ro d u ce  g rad u a tes  
w ho  m ake  m ore  m o n e y  than  do  those  s tuden ts  w h o  g rad u a ted  f ro m  co l leg es  g o v e rn e d  by 
c o o rd in a t in g  boards .  U sin g  a tw o -sa m p le  in d ep en d en t  t-test, G ro ss  u t i l ized  in co m e  d a ta  f ro m
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adults  hav ing  a b a c h e lo r ’s deg ree  o r  h ig h e r  and c o m p a re d  the  m ean  in c o m e s  o f  those  adults  
liv ing in states using  a conso l id a ted  board  w ith  adu lts  liv ing  in sta tes  hav in g  a coo rd in a t in g  
b o a rd  as the  fo rm  o f  h ig h e r  educa tion  governance .  A c co rd in g  to G ay ,  M ills ,  and  A irasian  
(2006),  “ the  t-test fo r  independen t s a m p le s  is a pa ram etr ic  test o f  s ig n if ican ce  used  to  de te rm ine  
w hether,  at a  se lec ted  p robab il i ty  level, a s ign if ican t  d if fe rence  ex is ts  be tw een  the m ean s  o f  tw o
independen t sam p le s”  (p. 457).
G ro ss  reported  find ing  a t-va lue  o f  2.31 resu lt ing  in a p -va lue  o f  .03. T h e  P  va lue  is a 
p robab il i ty  in w h ich  a  va lu e  ranges  f ro m  zero  to  one  (G ra p h P a d .c o m , 2009) .  U nfo rtuna te ly ,
G ross  (2005)  used  a sca l ing  tech n iq u e  that did  not a llow  for a d e te rm in a t io n  o f  the m o n e ta ry  
am o u n t  o f  d iffe rence  be tw een  m ean  in co m es  and thus  p rov ided  his  reade rs  w ith  no w ay  o f  
con c lu d in g  w h e th e r  the d if fe ren ce  in incom e is m ean ing fu l .  T h e  o n ly  va lid  con c lu s io n  that can 
be  d raw n  w as  that G r o s s ’s sam ple  s ize  w as  su ff ic ien t  to  p ro d u ce  a sm all  p -va lue ,  th o u g h  that 
p roduces  little in fo rm atio n  in i tse lf  as he  used  the en tire  popu la t io n  o f  d a ta  and d id  not sam p le  a 
popu la t ion ,  thus  m it iga t ing  the need  to report  a p -va lue  at all.
G ross  (2005) co n d u c ted  add it iona l  t-tests on  n u m e ro u s  o th e r  v a r iab les ,  all o f  w h ich  are 
p lagued  by the sa m e  p ro b lem , that is, he  reported  p -v a lu es  and  o m it ted  repo r t ing  ac tual m ean  
d iffe rences ,  w hen  in fact, his research  w o u ld  be  in te rp re tab le  if  he  w o u ld  have  s im p ly  reported  
the respec tive  m e a n s  and  m e a n  d iffe rences .  G ro s s '  m e th o d o lo g y  d id  not p ro v id e  any  con tro l 
o v e r  w h e th e r  the incom e  f ro m  each  s ta te ’s p o p u la t io n  o f  co llege  g rad u a te s  w as  e a rn ed  by 
g rad u a tes  o f  those  s ta te s ’ co lleges ,  a l th o u g h  he  used  tha t  incom e  c o rre la t in g  th e ir  in c o m e s  w ith  
s tate h ig h e r  ed u ca t io n  bo a rd  struc ture .
S to t le r  (2001)  ex p lo red  the use o f  s ta te w id e  p ro g ram  rev iew  resu lts  in re la t ion  to  p ro g ram  
rev iew  pu rpose ,  rev iew  a p p ro ach ,  and  bo ard  g o v e rn a n c e  s truc tu re  as pe rce iv ed  by  state h ig h e r
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educa tion  board  acad em ic  off icers  in 4 9  sta tes  o f  the U nited  States. S to t le r  uti l ized  the  State 
H ig h e r  E d u ca t io n  E xecu t iv e  O ff ice r  (S H E E O ) da tabase  to define  his  popu la t ion ,  w ith  M ichigan  
b e ing  the on ly  state not inc luded  in the d a tabase .  A s  p lan n in g  agenc ies  d id  not have  au tho ri ty  in 
p ro g ram  rev iew , this left 28  usab le  responses ,  therefore ,  a su rvey  return  ra te  o f  57%  w as 
reported .
Both  conso lida ted  and  c o o rd in a t in g  b o a rd s  s h o w e d  h igh  u sa g e  o f  p ro g ram  rev iew  results  
fo r  im prov ing  qua lity ,  reco g n iz in g  p ro g ram s ,  c la r i fy in g  intent, and in tegra t ing  p ro g ra m  rev iew  
into p lan n in g  dec is ions  and  acco un tab il i ty  (S tro tler, 2001). F o r  instance , in the ind ica to r  ol 
“ im p ro v in g  qua li ty ,” 13 ou t o f  15 conso l id a ted  g o v e rn in g  b o a rd s  and 9 ou t o f  11 c o o rd in a t in g  
b oards  sh o w ed  high usage  o f  p ro g ra m  rev iew  results , w h ich  in total rep resen ted  8 2 %  o f  the 
overall responses .  T he  ch i-square  s ta tistic  w as  .6, bu t the p -va lue  w as  not reported  fo r  this 
par t icu la r  ca tegory . C o n so l id a ted  g o v e rn in g  b o a rd s  ind ica ted  a p ro g ra m  s im ila r  to  that o f  
coo rd in a t in g  boards  in this analysis .
For  “ recogn iz ing  p ro g ra m s ,” 9 ou t o f  14 co n so l id a ted  g o v e rn in g  b o a rd s  and  6 ou t o f  12 
coo rd in a t in g  b o a rd s  ind ica ted  high u sa g e  o f  p ro g ra m  rev iew  resu lts ,  w h ich  in total rep resen ted  
5 7 %  o f  the  overa ll  re sp o n ses  (S tro tler,  2001). C h i-sq u a re  s ta tistic  w as  .54 to r  this ca teg o ry ,  but 
the  p -va lue  w as  again  not reported  fo r  this p a r t icu la r  ca tego ry . C o n so l id a te d  g o v e rn in g  boards  
ind ica ted  a g rea te r  recogn it ion  o f  p ro g ram  use than  c o o rd in a t in g  b o a rd s  in this ana lys is .  In the 
“c la r i fy in g  in ten t” ca tego ry , 11 out o f  14 c o n so l id a ted  g o v e rn in g  b o a rd s  a n d  10 out o f  12 
co o rd in a t in g  b o a rd s  in d ica ted  high u sag e  o f  p ro g ra m  rev iew  results , w h ich  in total rep resen ted  
81%  o f  the overa ll  responses .  T h e  ch i-sq u a re  s ta tis tic  w as  reported  to  be  .09, and  aga in  the p- 
va lue  w as  not repo rted . S tro tle r  c o n c lu d e d  g o v e rn in g  b o a rd s ’ “c la r i fy in g  in ten t” is independen t 
o f  board  s truc tu re  w h e th e r  c o n so l id a ted  o r  c oo rd ina ting .
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In the “ in teg ra ting  into p lann ing  d ec is io n s” ca tego ry ,  11 ou t o f  14 co n so l id a ted  govern ing  
boards  and  8 ou t o f  12 c o o rd in a t in g  boards  ind ica ted  h igh  usage  o f  p ro g ram  rev iew  results, 
w h ich  in total rep resen ted  7 3 %  o f  the overa ll  re sp o n ses  (S totler,  2001). T h e  ch i-sq u are  statistic 
w as .47 and p -va lue  w as  not reported . S tro tle r  co n c lu d ed  s ta te  h ig h e r  ed u ca t io n  b o a rd s ’ “ 
in tegra ting  into p lan n in g  d ec is io n s” is independen t o f  board  s truc tu re  w h e th e r  co n so l id a ted  or 
coord ina ting .
For  “acco u n tab i l i ty ” , 9  ou t o f  14 c o n so l id a ted  g o v e rn in g  b o a rd s  and 8 ou t o f  12 
coo rd in a t in g  boards  ind ica ted  high usage  o f  p ro g ra m  rev iew , w h ich  in total rep resen ted  6 5 %  o f  
the overall re sponses  (S tro tler,  2001). T h e  ch i-sq u are  statistic  w as  .02, but no p -va lue  w as 
reported . S to t le r  co n c lu d ed  state h ig h e r  ed u ca t io n  b o a rd s ’ “ acco u n tab i l i ty ”  is in d ep en d en t  o f  
board  s truc tu re  w h e th e r  co n so l id a ted  o r  coo rd ina ting .  T h e  au tho r  co n c lu d e d  that there  w as  no 
re la t ionsh ip  be tw een  bo a rd  s truc tu re  and p ro g ra m  rev iew  use.
O f  the 14 c o n so l id a ted  g o v e rn in g  boards ,  11 o f  th em  co n s id e red  p ro g ra m  rev iew  results  
effec t ive  and  w o rk in g  w ell (S tro tler,  2001). O f  the 12 c o o rd in a t in g  bo ard s ,  3 o f  th em  agreed  
with the e ffec t iveness  and  p rac tica l i ty  o f  p ro g ram  rev iew . In this pa r t icu la r  ana lys is ,  the chi- 
square  statistic  w as  13, w h ile  the  p -v a lu e  w as  .005. T h is  in d ica ted  the ir  r e sp o n ses  on p rog ram  
rev iew  effec t iv en ess  w ere  b ased  on d if fe rences  in  pe rce ived  e f fec t iv en ess  ra th e r  than  chance . 
T w o  single  insti tu tional b o a rd s  w ere  not inc luded  in th is  d a ta  analysis . See  F igure  1 fo r  d iffe ren t 
b o a rd s ’ pe rcep tions  o f  p ro g ra m  rev iew  e ffec t iveness .
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■ C o n s o l i d a t e d  G o v e r n i n g  
B o a r d
■ C o o r d i n a t i n g  B o a r d
W o r k  W e l l  W o r k  D o  N o t  N o t  U t i l i z e d  
S o m e w h a t  W o r k  W e l l  
W e l l
Figure 1. Different board perceptions o f  program review effectiveness (Strotler, 2001).
Strotler did argue that there was a relationship between board structure and program  
review effectiveness. He also reported a shared responsibility approach was utilized most 
frequently. Consolidated governing boards indicated a greater recognition o f  program  
effectiveness than coordinating boards. The author recom m ended including h igher education 
stakeholders such as administrators from  higher education institutions to expand the horizon ol 
the topic. Strotler (2001) concluded that consolidated governing boards having more autonomy 
in program review are more effective. This conclusion is based upon a one time administration 
o f  the survey and his conclusion would have been strengthened by having several years ol data 
rather than a single year.
Nicholson-Crotty  and Meier (2003) concluded that centralized consolidated governing 
boards, by their very nature, have more autonom y and capacity; whereas coordinating boards do 
not centralize power, but rather leave the actual governing pow er decentralized in the various 
institutions. Consequently, N icholson-Crotty  and M eier investigated the empirical contrast
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betw een  cen tra l ized  s truc tu res  w ith  a u to n o m y  ve rsus  d ecen tra l ized  s truc tu res  w ith  less 
au tonom y.
N icho lso n -C ro t ty  and  M e ie r  (2003)  e x a m in e d  the re la t ionsh ip  be tw een  po lit ics ,  s tate  
h igher  educa tion  board  s truc tu re ,  and po licy  in 4 7  sta tes  o f  the  U n ited  S ta tes  from  1989 to 1996. 
M ich ig an ,  D e law are ,  and  N e b ra sk a  w ere  e x c lu d e d  f ro m  the  s tudy  b ecau se  they  w ere  not 
conso lida ted ,  coo rd in a t in g  boards ,  o r  had a n onpar t isan  leg is la ture .  T h e  au tho rs  used  a 
desc r ip t ive  quan ti ta t ive  s tudy. D a ta  w ere  taken  from  tw o  sources .  D igest o f  Educa tiona l 
S tatis tics  (N ational C en te r  fo r  E d u ca tion  S ta tistics , 1998) and S ta tis tica l A bstrac t  o f  the U nited  
S ta tes  (U .S . D ep a r tm en t  o f  C o m m e rc e ,  1990-1999).
N ich o lso n -C ro t ty  and  M e ie r  (2003)  repo r ted  that decen tra l ized  c o o rd in a t in g  b o a rd s  w ere  
able to p rov ide  c h e a p e r  tu it ion  and  lo w er  overa ll  ed u ca t io n a l  ex p en ses .  For  ex am p le ,  
coo rd in a t in g  boards  p ro v id ed  4 0 %  low er total cos t  fo r  h ig h e r  e d u ca t io n ,  w h ile  they  a lso  offered  
52%  lo w er  tu it ion  cos ts  p e r  s tudent. In this pa r t icu la r  f inding, R" w as  .67, w hile  p-va lue  w as  
< .001 . H ow ever ,  N ich o lso n -C ro t ty  and  M e ie r ’s c o m p a r iso n  in tu it ion  and  overa ll  educa tion  
costs  are not b ased  a c o m p a r iso n  o f  like institu tions.
N ich o lso n -C ro t ty  and  M e ie r  (2003)  reported  that fu l l - t im e  leg is la tors  w ere  m ore  
c o m m it te d  to educa tiona l  issues  than  p a r t- t im e  leg is la to rs  and  a t tr ibu ted  tha t  c o m m itm e n t  to the 
d iffe rences  in salary; how ever ,  au tho rs  based  th is  co n c lu s io n  upon  the fac t  fu ll t im e  leg is la tors  
spend  m ore  t im e  on edu ca t io n a l  issues  than  do  part t im e  leg is la tors , w h ich  a p p ea red  to be  m ore  
o f  a tau to logy  than  a research  f inding. T h a t  is, the  co n c lu s io n  tha t  full t im e  leg is la tors  spend  
m ore  t im e  on  ed u ca t io n  th an  pa r t  t im e leg is la tors  is a l read y  c o n ta in e d  in the p rem ise  o f  m a k in g  
the  d is t inc tion  be tw een  full t im e  and  pa r t  t im e  e m p lo y e e s .  O b v io u s ly ,  so m e o n e  w h o  w o rk s  m ore  
hou rs  has  m ore  t im e to spend  on edu ca t io n  than so m e o n e  w h o  w o rk s  fe w e r  hours .
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Nicholson-Crotty and M eier (2003) also concluded that legislators’ salaries were good 
indicators o f  legislative professionalism, which again was a tautology based upon the fact that 
full time legislators earn more m oney than part time legislators. There was a total absence of 
logic in concluding that legislators with higher salaries were more com m itted  to education than 
were legislators from states in which legislators were part time.
Without providing a definition o f  legislative professionalism, Nicholson-Crotty and 
Meier (2003) proceeded to m easure  legislative professionalism. Using a multiple regression, 
Nicholson- Crotty and M eier concluded that for states using consolidated board governance there 
was a 1% increase in legislative professionalism, associated with a .04% decrease in tuition.
That is equivalent to saying there is a $4 decrease in tuition for each $10,000 spent on tuition.
On the other hand, they found that states having higher education governed by 
coordinating boards had an increase o f  .06% in tuition for each 1% increase in legislative 
professionalism (Nicholson-Crotty and Meier, 2003). N icholson-Crotty  and M eier characterized 
this decreasing tuition in consolidated states to a “ relationship that changes dramatically” when 
considered in states with coordinating boards (p. 92). However, the gradient o f  this relationship 
for states having consolidated boards was a m ere -0.04 while the gradient for states having 
coordinating boards was ju s t  0.10. W hile both o f  these calculations had sufficient sam ple size to 
compute statistically significant p-values, the difference in slopes was only significant in a 
statistical sense but not in practical importance. That is, the two lines were so nearly parallel 
there was nothing “dram atic” about their relationship and only happened coincidentally  to differ 
at zero and thus gave a change o f  direction in gradient. H ad  these two regression lines appeared 
elsewhere in the quadrant, likely Nicholson-Crotty  and M eier would never have confused the 
change in sign o f  the gradient with anything “dram atic .”
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A better  in terpre ta tion  o f  these  f ind ings  w o u ld  be to c o n c lu d e  leg is la tive  p ro fess iona lism , 
h o w ev e r  defined, had  no practical p red ic tab il i ty  o f  tu it ion  regard less  o f  s tate h ig h e r  educa tion  
board  structure . Further, the  horizonta l na ture  o f  bo th  g rad ien ts  ind ica ted  as legisla tive 
p ro fess iona lism  changed ,  no th ing  o f  im por tance  h a p p e n e d  to tuition.
Knott and  P ayne  (2001)  investiga ted  the re la t io n sh ip  be tw een  bo ard  s tructure  and 
u n ivers i ty  m a n a g e m e n t  and  p e r fo rm a n c e  fo r  M a s te rs  and Ph .D . g ran ting  pub lic  un ivers i t ies  in 
the U nited  States. T h is  quan ti ta t ive  desc r ip t ive  s tu d y  used  c ross-sec tiona l  da ta  se t  f ro m  1987 to 
1998. A m o n g  the three types  o f  state h ig h e r  ed u ca t io n  bo a rd  s truc tu res ,  that is, con so l id a ted  
g o v e rn in g  boards ,  c o o rd in a t in g  boards ,  and  p lan n in g  agenc ies ,  Knott  and  P ay n e  found  that 
coo rd ina ting  b o a rd s  had  average  p ro duc tiv i ty  and  reso u rces ,  b ecau se  they  h av e  few er  regu la to ry  
pow ers .  See T ab le  6 fo r  rank ing  list.
T ab le  6
Resource and Productivity Rank
Resource or Doctoral with Medical Doctoral without Med Masters
Productivity School School
Measure
G ov.
B oard
C oor.
B oard
P lan n in g
A g.
G ov.
B oard
C oor.
B oard
P lan n in g
Ag.
G ov.
B oard
C oor.
B oard
P lan n in g
Ag-
Total Revenue
1 3 1 3
Per Student
J
Tuition
Revenue Per 3 2 1 3 2 1 3 2 1
Student
State
Appropriations 2 1 3 1 2 3 2 1 3
Per Student
Endowment Per 
Student
3 2 1 3 2 1 3 2 1
Alumni
Donations
2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3
Article
Published Per 3 1 2 2 1 3
Faculty
(K nott  &  Payne , 2001)
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T h e ir  d a ta  show s p lann ing  agenc ies  w ith  m edical schoo ls  have  the  h ighes t  level o f  tu it ion  
revenue , en d o w m e n t  per  s tudent, and  a lum ni d o n a t io n s  (K nott  &  Payne , 2001) .  D ur ing  the sam e 
period o f  t im e, coo rd in a t in g  boards  with m edica l  schoo ls  had the h ighes t  level o f  total fund ing  
per  s tuden t,  s tate  app rop ria t ion  per  s tuden t,  research  fund ing , and  p ub lished  artic les per  facu lty  
m em ber.
In particu lar , p lan n in g  a g e n c ie s ’ tuition rev en u e  p e r  s tuden t  per  s em es te r  f ro m  doc to ra l 
un ivers it ies  w ithou t  m edical schoo ls  w as  $3 ,700 , w h ile  c o o rd in a t in g  b o a rd s  had  $2 ,7 8 0  per 
s tuden t  fo r  doc to ra l  un ivers it ies  w ithou t  m edica l schoo ls  (K nott  &  P ayne ,  2001) .  C o n so lida ted  
g o vern ing  b o a rd s ’ tuition rev en u e  p e r  s tuden t  w as  $ 2 ,2 5 0  fo r  the  sam e  type  o f  insti tu tion . See 
F igure  2 b e lo w  fo r  tu it ion  revenue  p e r  s tuden t  p e r fo rm an ce  a c co rd in g  to  bo a rd  s t ru c tu re  and  type 
o f  institution.
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T y p e  o f  In s t i tu t io n
F ig u re  2. T u it ion  rev en u e  p e r  student by bo ard  and  insti tu tion  types  (K nott  & P ayne ,  2001).
T h ese  m easu re s  w ere  ad jus ted  by  d iv id ing  tu it ion  rev en u e  and  e n d o w m e n t  by  the 
n u m b er  o f  full t im e  und e rg rad u a te  s tuden ts .  R esea rch  fu n d in g  and p ub lished  a r tic les  w ere  
d iv ided  by the n u m b e r  o f  facu lty  at the  insti tu tions.  H o w ev er ,  a lu m n i  d o n a t io n s  w ere  not
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divided by num ber o f  full time undergraduate students or faculty at the institutions.
Coordinating boards’ annual state appropriation per student was $8,180, while consolidated 
boards received $6,740 per student for research universities with medical schools. Planning 
agency annual state appropriations per student were $6,510 with the same type o f  institution.
See Figure 3 below for annual state appropriation per student performance according to board
structure and type o f  institution:
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Figure 3. Annual state appropriation per student by board and institution types (Knott & Payne, 
2001).
Moreover, faculty in institutions governed by the coordinating boards had more published 
articles as seen in Figure 4 com pared to those under the other two board types (Knott & Payne, 
2001). Faculty in institutions governed by the coordinating boards had 2.3 average annual 
published articles per faculty, while faculty in institutions governed by the consolidated boards 
had 1.2 and faculty in institutions with state planning agencies had 1.4 for institutions that 
granted Ph.D., and were associated with a medical school. See Figure 4 below for average 
annual published articles per faculty by board structure and type o f  institution:
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F ig u re  4. A verage  annua l  p ub lished  artic les per  facu lty  by  bo ard  and  insti tu tion  types (K no tt  &
Payne, 2001).
Knott and  P a y n e ’s s tu d y  p ro p o se d  a  scope  to  u n d ers tand  h ig h e r  ed u ca t io n  pe rfo rm an ce  
by type o f  ins t i tu tions first, and then b roken  d o w n  into state h ig h e r  ed u ca t io n  bo ard  types. 
M oreover ,  the  au tho rs  spec if ied  they  w ere  not look ing  fo r  cau sa li ty  issues. A n  area  not specif ied  
in Knott  and P a y n e ’s (2001)  s tu d y  w as  w h e th e r  tu it ion  rev en u e  w as  d iv ided  p e r  s e m e s te r  o r  
annually .
S ta te  H ig h e r  E d u ca tio n  B o a rd  R e sp o n s ib ilitie s
In genera l ,  s tate h ig h e r  educa tion  b o a rd s ’ tasks  inc lude ,  “ re p re sen t in g  pub lic  interest, 
m a in ta in ing  institu tional accoun tab il i ty ,  m o n ito r in g  inpu ts  into  the sys tem , a n d  m e a su r in g  
p e r fo rm a n c e ” (G ross ,  2 005 ,  p. 57). O th e r  du tie s  a s su m e d  by  state h ig h e r  ed u c a t io n  boards  
include: a p p ro v in g  lo n g -ran g e  plans, se t t ing  m iss io n  and  p u rp o ses ,  se lec t ing  un ivers i ty  
presiden ts ,  se rv ing  as a b r idge  and bu ffe r  be tw een  c a m p u s  and  c o m m u n i ty ,  ev a lu a t in g  the 
insti tu tion , ev a lu a t in g  m an ag em en t ,  m a n a g in g  re so u rces  th ro u g h  b u d g e t  app rova l ,  m a n a g in g  the 
en d o w m e n t ,  a c t ing  as a las t-resort  court  w ith in  the ins t i tu t ion , a d m in is t ra t in g  ed u ca t io n a l
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programs, preserving institutional independence, assessing board performance, monitoring 
president’s performance, assessing board policies, assuring adequate physical facilities, being 
informed (Association o f  Governing Boards o f  Universities and Colleges, 2007; Association of 
Governing Boards o f  Universities and Colleges, 2006; Diamond, 2002; Fowle, 2005; Ingram & 
Weary, 2000; Kezar, 2006; Marret, 2006; M cGuinness, 2005; Morrill, 2002; Nicholson-Crotty & 
Meier, 2003; Reed, 2001; StateUniversity.com, 2007).
D evelopm ent o f  long-range plan, m ission & purpose. A long-range plan is a state higher 
education board’s best tool to achieve its institutional mission. Ingram and W eary (2000) stated 
that long-range planning helps state higher education boards define the institutional mission, 
ponder external opportunities and threats, determine internal strengths and weaknesses, and 
conclude proper action. The long-range plan should be updated regularly. University presidents 
prepare the long-range plan with a team such as administrative associates, faculty, staff, and 
students (Rich, 2006).
The state higher education board’s role in long range planning is to clarify the planning 
process expectation, be responsible for the higher education planning goals, and offer 
perspectives when invited to do so. State higher education boards’ policy decisions have to 
reflect what institutions are and strive to be (Ingram & W eary, 2000; Morrill, 2002). A 
compelling mission statement in both long and short term perspectives provides guidance for 
decision makers. Further, according to Marret (2006), the mission statement should aim  to 
provide high quality educational opportunities. The A ssociation o f  Governing Board o f  
Universities and Colleges (AG B) (2007) stated:
Boards are accountable to and for the mission and heritage o f  their institutions. The 
mission and heritage o f  the institution guide boards’ work and affect how boards address
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their responsibilities. Boards have a fiduciary responsibility to advance the institution’s 
mission and to promote the institution 's integrity and quality. Boards also have a 
responsibility to reexamine and reshape that mission (or to make recom m endations to the 
authorizing body) as needs and conditions indicate, (p. 2)
Selection o f  university president. As boards act through university presidents, selecting a 
president becomes a crucial task that determines state higher education boards’ effectiveness 
(Gross, 2005). The university p resident’s leadership speaks to a state higher education board’s 
effectiveness (AGB, 2006, Ingram & W eary, 2000). This task is so important that not only do 
state higher education boards select university presidents, but they also support university 
presidents in carrying out their purposes (Fincher, 2003; Gross, 2005). Consistency and 
predictability are essential to state higher education board-university  president relationships 
(M cLaughlin, 2006). Effective state higher education board-university president relations are 
vital to healthy institutions (Ingram & Weary, 2000).
A ction  as a bu ffer betw een cam pus & com m unity. Although buffering and bridging 
interests o f  a campus and a com m unity  can be com plex, this mediating function o f  state higher 
education boards is a vital one (Diamond, 2002; Fowle, 2005). The United States is 
experiencing profound economic, political, social, and demographic changes (Goldring & 
Greenfield, 2002; Hughey, 2003; M addux, 2002; Strathe & W ilson, 2006). State higher 
education boards are in the position o f  encouraging constructive change in responding to the 
needs and tem per o f  society (Ingram & W eary, 2000). As state h igher education boards act as a 
bridge between cam pus and com m unity  concerns, they can explain, defend, promote, and 
enhance the value o f  universities. For example , Fowle (2005) acknow ledged that despite the 
occasional student scandals that shock a com m unity , state h igher education boards m ust defend
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u n ivers i t ie s ’ critical role in society  in p ro v id in g  leadersh ip  in free inqu iry ,  critical th ink ing , and 
research.
E va lu a tio n  o f  in stitu tio n  & m a n a g em en t. E x is t ing  un ivers i ty  p res iden ts  ob ta in  an 
o verv iew  o f  institu tional con d i t io n s  th rough  insti tu tional ev a lua tions  (W alle r  et al., 2000). T he  
insti tu tional eva lua tion  can be  co n d u c ted  th ro u g h  acc red ita t ion  bo d ie s  such as the  N ational 
A ssoc ia t ion  o f  S tate  U nivers i t ies  and L a n d -G ran t  C o lleg es  (N A S U L G ) ,  the  N ational C ouncil  for 
A ccred ita t ion  o f  T ea c h e r  E duca tion  (N C A T E ) ,  and  the reg iona l accred it ing  assoc ia t ions  o f  N ew  
E ngland , the South , the  M id d le  A tlan tic  s ta tes, the  M id d le  W est ,  and  the N o r th w es t  (B ru b a c h e r  
& R udy , 2002). S tate  h ig h e r  ed u ca t io n  boards  a lso  use institu tional ev a lu a t io n s  to gu ide  
p residentia l  searches.  Insti tu tional ev a lu a t io n s  p ro v id e  fu tu re  p lan n in g  gu ide lines .  T hese  
ev a lua tions  are co n d u c ted  inc lusively  and  d e s ig n e d  fo r  s tra teg ic  p lann ing .  A n  ou ts ide  qua lif ied  
team  is inv ited  to con d u c t  the  eva lua tion  o v e r  a tw o  to fo u r  m on th  per iod  th rough  co llec t ing  data  
and  p e rfo rm in g  in te rv iew s fo r  sy n th es iz in g  k n o w led g e  o f  ins t i tu t iona l  cond i t io n s  ( In g ram  & 
W eary ,  2000).
A p p ro v a l o f  b u d g e t m a n a g em en t. F inancia l and  b u s in ess  affa irs  are a lw ays  a  state  h ig h e r  
educa tion  b o a rd 's  specia lty  (A G B , 2007 ; D ia m o n d ,  2002) .  N o t  on ly  do  these  ca teg o r ie s  receive  
the l io n 's  share  o f  the  state h ig h e r  e d u ca t io n  b o a rd ’s a tten tion , but they are in sep a rab le  f ro m  
overall board  re sponsib il i t ie s  (R eed , 2001) .  E sp ec ia l ly  w h e n  the e c o n o m y  is no t s table , state 
h igher  edu ca t io n  boards  take  ex tra  ca re  w ith  the  u n ive rs i ty  s y s te m ’s f in an c ia l  s ta tus  and 
m an ag em en t ,  deb t  f inanc ing , de fe rred  m a in ten an ce  needs,  aud i t in g  p rocess ,  s ta ff ing  structure , 
c o m p en sa t io n  po lic ies  and  prac tices ,  capita l c o n s tru c t io n  and  reno v a t io n  prio r i t ies ,  and 
founda tion  in itia tives ( Ing ram  &  W eary ,  2000).
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State higher education boards have to ensure that the institutional budget is balanced. The 
income m ust be equal to its expenditures (Diamond, 2002). In fiduciary responsibility, the state 
higher education boards’ major concerns cover institutional costs, prices, and service quality 
(AGB, 2007). Furthermore, state higher education boards care about institutional properties and 
money investments. State higher education boards are also in a position to cut budgets in various 
situations (Fowle, 2005).
One of a state higher education board’s duties is to assure adequate resources (Reed, 
2001). State higher education boards are supposed to make sure that the institutions ask for no 
more than what they need according to the public and elected leaders’ standards. However, state 
higher education boards must strive to ensure that institutions are properly financed to 
accomplish their missions (Reed, 2001). Sound financial and plant m anagem ent requires 
financial reports which include trend information, indicators o f  important interrelationships, and 
comparisons with peer institutions.
Financial reports cannot replace strong university presidents and a clear vision (Vest, 
2005). Effective state higher education board decisions have to depend on a com bination ol the 
right reports, proper analysis, and good judgm ent practiced in partnership with university 
presidents.
M anagem ent o f  endow m ent. State higher education boards need to invest the endow m ent 
fund wisely (Fowle, 2005). In Montana, each university has a Foundation to m anage their 
endow m ents and related matters. The Foundation has to ensure that the recom m endations 
provided by professional investment counsel are in accordance with finance and investment 
policies and conditions. Short or long term investm ent is also the Foundations’ concern. 
W hether debating between purchasing specific types o f  stock or saving partial endow m ents  for
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emergency funds, Foundations have to ponder present and future risks in regard to maintaining 
institutional financial stability.
O versight o f  legal action. The other role state higher education boards have is to serve as 
a court o f  appeal (W aller et al., 2000). State higher education boards act as a precursor between 
the internal due process policies and procedures o f  the institutions they served and the courts and 
judicial system. State higher education boards’ formal responsibilities for adjudicating personnel 
issues are addressed through due process and internal appeals, but doubts may remain whether 
policies and procedures have been appropriately executed. Additionally, W aller et al. stated that 
state higher education boards also are asked to make decisions in questions regarding past or 
proposed personnel actions involving tenure, promotion, hiring, or termination.
A dm inistra tion  o f  academ ic program s. According to Morrill (2002), academic programs 
provide an index for institutional capabilities: “Through these capacities it makes its claim  to 
distinctiveness and quality in a dem anding and com petitive environment. Academic programs 
differentiate the institution in the marketplace for students and constitute its largest com m itm ent 
o f  financial and hum an resources” (p. 21). W hile  state higher education boards have a final say 
in approving educational programs, boards should rely deeply on university presidents’ 
recom m endations (W aller et al, 2000).
Protection o f  institutions. Outside groups often try to use h igher education institutions 
for political, bureaucratic, personal, and business purposes, which m ay lead to controversy 
(Fowle, 2005). D iamond (2002) stated that institutions are sanctuaries for academic freedom. 
Higher education public institutions have relative independence from  unreasonable intrusion into 
their affairs (W aller et al, 2000). State h igher education boards are responsible to protect the 
transcendent values that guide and shape A m erican higher education:
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Am ong those abiding values are self-regulation and autonomy, academic freedom and the 
due process, shared governance, educational quality, transparency, and fiscal integrity. 
Boards are accountable for such values not only in behalf o f  their own institutions but 
also for Am erican higher education. (AGB, 2007, p. 2)
On the other hand, universities are not free from law. Students and staff have to be 
responsible for violations o f  the laws (W aller et al, 2000). Hence institutions represent a unique 
mission to transmit and advance knowledge, and state higher education boards have a 
responsibility to defend the academ y when necessary (Fowle, 2005).
Educational enterprise dem ands a high degree o f  autonomy. Universities act as a critic of 
society and, therefore, a certain independence is presupposed (Brubacher & Ruby, 2002). State 
higher education boards have to protect academic freedom and prevent universities from being 
exploited for any purpose (Brubacher & Ruby, 2002).
Evaluation o f  board. D iamond (2002) stated that university presidential performance is 
dependent on state higher education board performance. Ingram and W eary (2000) claimed the 
value o f  state higher education board assessment:
Presidential performance and board governance are intimately interrelated. The purpose 
o f  presidential assessm ent should be, at its core, to help the president improve his or her 
performance in office and in broader terms to improve institutions. This latter involves a 
critical look at board performance, (p. 22)
Self-study for state higher education boards is as important as the boards’ assessment of 
university presidents’ performance. Usually a third party is invited to conduct a state higher 
education board assessment (AGB, 2006, Diamond, 2002). State higher education board
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asse ssm en t  can  he lp  b o a rd s  be  aw are  o f  ava ilab le  good  tools, re so u rce  peo p le ,  and the bo ard s ' 
strengths. U nan tic ipa ted  benefits  inc lude  the fo llow ing:
Periodic  rev iew s  he lp  boards  g rasp  the ir  responsib il i t ies  as co rpora te  en ti t ies , reach 
c o n sen su s  on and c larify  the ir  goals , f ind  w ays  to s treng then  the ir  e ffec t iveness ,  im prove  
re la t ionsh ips  w ith  un iversity  p residen ts ,  and c larify  m utua l expec ta t ions .  ( In g ra m  & 
W eary ,  2000 , p. 22)
E va lu a tio n  o f  p res id en t. In g ram  and W e a ry  (2000)  s ta ted  that “ a rev iew  o f  state h igher  
educa tion  board  responsib ili t ies  and pe rfo rm an ce  cou ld  well p recede  the  eva lu a t io n  o f  the 
p resident.  N e i th e r  can be  successfu lly  c o m p le te d  w ith o u t  the o th e r"  (p. 26). U nivers i ty  
p re s id en ts ’ p e rfo rm an ces  are m easu red  aga ins t  the  a g reed -u p o n  v is ion  and  m iss ion  (D iam ond , 
2002 ; Hyatt,  2003). T h e  pu rp o se  for ev a lu a t in g  u n ive rs i ty  p res iden tia l  p e r fo rm an ce  is to 
increase  the leg it im acy  o f  the p residentia l  o ff ice  (W alle r  et al., 2000). E va lu a t in g  un ivers i ty  
presidentia l  pe rfo rm an ce  p rov ides  though tfu l  and reaso n ab le  c o n s id e ra t io n  o f  state  h igher  
educa tion  boards  and  un ivers i ty  p re s id e n ts ’ m utual e f fec t iv en ess  (F incher ,  2 003 ,  In g ra m  & 
W eary ,  2000). In g ram  & W e a ry  (2000)  a c k n o w le d g e d  that p res iden tia l  a s se ssm e n t  a l lo w s  state 
h igher  educa tion  b o a rd s  to  ques t ion  th em se lv es  in  fo u r  ways:
1. Do w e rea lly  have  a deep  u n d e rs ta n d in g  o f  w h a t  o u r  p res iden t  d o es  to  lead and 
m anage?
2. D o  w e really  k n o w  h ow  w ell the p res iden t  is lead ing  and  m an a g in g ?
3. A re  the p re s id en t’s goal s ta tem en ts  adeq u a te  and app ro p r ia te ,  and do  w e have  am ple  
o p portun ity  to d iscuss  and  p e rh ap s  ad just th e m  w ith  the p res iden t?
4. A re  w e  suppo r t in g  the  p res iden t  in d e m o n s t ra b le  w ays , and  are  w e genu ine ly  
in terested  in h e lp in g  h im  o r  h e r  g row  p ro fess iona lly  and  pe rso n a l ly ?  (p. 14)
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There are two ways to monitor presidents’ performance: annual informal reviews and 
periodic formal com prehensive assessments (Ingram & Weary, 2000). Formal assessment helps 
strengthen presidential performance. A ssessments are usually done by external consultants 
(Ingram & Weary, 2000). These assessments also include evaluating institutional priorities and 
goals (W aller et al., 2000). Presidential assessment allows state higher education boards to 
“provide university presidents with a m eaningful gauge o f  leadership performance; at the same 
time, boards gain valuable perspectives on institutions’ progress in achieving institutional goals" 
(AGB, 2007, p. 8). As university presidents’ effectiveness is related to state higher education 
board performance, the assessm ent will assist boards to improve their performance and 
productivity. Moreover, presidential evaluation assists state higher education boards in fulfilling 
their fiduciary responsibility to keep university presidents’ com pensation current (AG B. 2007; 
Fincher, 2003). Furthermore, evaluation o f  university presidents aims to provide meaningful 
feedback and developmental opportunities for presidents (AGB. 2006).
C om m unication to prom ote policy, evaluation o f  fa c ility  & being informed. State higher 
education board policies need to be reviewed regularly in order to address institutional needs 
without going through trial and error (Fowle, 2005). In a public university system, the facility is 
owned by the state. For example, if the public university decides to privatize the institution, any 
donated or existing buildings are still state owned.
Not only do state higher education boards have to be interested in university matters, but 
they also need to com m it to making universities better. Universities value principles of 
academic freedom, individualism o f  academic departments and schools, shared authority with 
faculty, and limitations on presidential pow er (M ortim er & M cConnell,  2001; Rich, 2006). State 
higher education boards have to understand these values as som e m em bers m ay value a different
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set o f  p rinciples. T h e re  is so m uch  to kn o w  abou t un iversities: the ir  h is tory , m iss ion  and goals , 
p ro g ram s,  finances, physica l assets, sou rces  o f  s tudents ,  qua lita tive  s ta tus  in the  educational 
h ie ra rchy , d is t inc tive  charac ter is t ics ,  m a jo r  p ro b lem s,  and fu ture  p rospec ts  (D iam o n d , 2002). 
S tate h igher  educa tion  boards  not on ly  ob ta in  in fo rm ation  from  u n ive rs i ty  p residen ts ,  but they 
also  hold conv ersa t io n s  w ith  s tuden ts  and faculty . S ta te  h igher  edu ca t io n  boards  have to 
co ns tan tly  be  aw are  o f  h ig h e r  educa tion  co n trovers ia l  issues th a t  im pac t  ins ti tu tions (D iam ond , 
2002 ).
Uni versify President 
University P residents P referred  D ecision M aking
D avis  (2005)  p laced  un ivers ity  p re s id e n ts ’ b ac k g ro u n d s  into fou r  ca tegories :  (a) the 
scholars ,  (b) the adm in is tra to rs ,  (c) the  dual ex p er ien ced ,  and (d) the  ou ts iders .  In D a v is ’s s tudy, 
D avis  co llec ted  tw o  par t ic ip an ts  f ro m  each  ca tegory . U n iv e rs i ty  p res idency  is built  upon  how  
pres iden ts  act and  p e rce iv e  o the rs  as re sp o n d in g  to  the ir  ac t ions  (D av is ,  2005). In this w ay, 
un iversity  p re s id en ts ’ re sponsib il i t ie s  and  o th e r  ac t ions  b eco m e  the  un ivers i ty  p res idency  
founda tion  (D avis ,  2005) .  T h e  genera l  top ic  o f  un ivers i ty  p re s id e n ts ’ p re fe r red  d ec is ion  m a k in g  
w as  d iscu ssed  in D avis  and  T u rn e r  (2001)  the lite ra ture  in a v a r ie ty  o f  form ats .
T w o  p ieces  o f  research  represen t u n ive rs i ty  p re s id e n ts ’ p re fe rences .  D av is  (2005) 
stud ied  eight un ivers i ty  p re s id e n ts ’ leadersh ip  th ro u g h  fou r  lenses: (a) le adersh ip  and  d ec is ion  
m a k in g  style, (b) action  prefe rence , (c) fo cu s  and  o r ien ta t ion ,  and (d) c o n n e c t io n  to the 
university . D avis  used  a qua li ta t ive  case  s tudy  and  co n c lu d ed  tha t  from  the  lens o f  ac t ion  
prefe rence , six o f  the e igh t pa r t ic ipan ts  p re fe r red  to ac tive ly  e n g a g e  and  p u rsu e  insti tu tional 
agendas.  N on trad i t io n a l  un ivers i ty  p res id en ts  w ith o u t  scho la r ly  b a c k g ro u n d s  ten d ed  to be m ore  
crea tive  co m p a re d  to  trad itional un ivers i ty  pres iden ts .
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T he m a jo r  responsib ili ty  o f  un iversity  pres iden ts  is to  secure  ex ternal resources  (D avis ,  
2005). T he  s tudy  sh o w ed  that un ivers ity  p res iden ts  w ere  m ore  reac tive  to the u n iv e rs i ty ’s needs 
and to the desire  o f  ex te rna l  ind iv idua ls  such  as donors .  For e x am p le ,  un iversity  pres iden ts  w ere  
in cha rge  o f  m o ld ing  p ro g ram s and  c rea ted  in itia tives fo r  a ttrac ting  fu n d in g  in o rd e r  to  m eet 
fund ing  resou rce  needs. Further, p res iden ts  w ere  m ore  reserved  in w a it ing  to  see h o w  issues  
deve loped  befo re  p roceed ing  w ith  p ro g ram s  (D avis ,  2005). T h is  is a s tra tegy  to  p reven t  m is takes  
o r  sensitive  issues from  driv ing  don o rs  o r  fund ing  resou rces  aw ay . N ontrad it iona l  p res iden ts  
initiated the ir  ac tions th rough  the m o tiva tion  to  gain  insti tu tional recogn it ion , w hile  traditional 
p res iden ts  initiated the ir  a c t ions  th rough  the m otiva tion  to m ain ta in  acad em ic  trad ition  o r  serve 
the public  in terest (D avis ,  2005).
T u rn e r  (2001)  e x a m in e d  un ivers i ty  p re s id e n ts ’ lea rn in g  s tra tegy  p refe rences .  T u rn e r  
co n d u c ted  a qua li ta t ive  case  s tudy  with five un ivers i ty  p residen ts .  H is f ind ings  revea led  that 
these  five un ivers i ty  p res iden ts  w ere  en g a g e rs  and nav iga to rs  w hen  it c a m e  to lea rn ing  s tra tegy  
prefe rences  a c co rd in g  to  the A ssess in g  T h e  L e a rn in g  S tra teg ies  o f  A d u lts  (A T L S A )  inventory . 
T h ree  pa r t ic ipan ts  w ere  iden ti l ied  as engagers ,  w h ile  tw o  o th e r  w ere  iden tif ied  as nav igators . 
E ngagers  w ere  those  w ho  w ere  iden tif ied  as be ing  en thus ias t ic  about learning, learned  with 
lee ling , and  learned  w ith in  re la ted  con tex t .  N av ig a to rs  w ere  d e f ined  as o rg an ized ,  and as 
fo l low ing  specif ic  lea rn ing  pa ths  su ch  as o b jec t ives ,  exp ec ta t io n s ,  schedu les ,  and dead lines .  For  
ex am p le ,  un ivers i ty  p res id en ts  w ho  are d e f ined  as nav ig a to rs  w o u ld  set up  goa ls ,  an tic ipa ted  
ou tco m es ,  t im e lines ,  and  due  dates  lo r  un ivers i ty  p lans. T u rn e r ’s s tu d y  p ro v id ed  a de ta iled  
analysis . D av is  (2005)  and  1 u rn e r ’s (2001)  re sea rches  w ere  so m e w h a t  w eak  b ecau se  they  had 
lim ited  par t ic ipan ts  and did not p rov ide  a specif ic  m odel  for th e ir  d ec is io n  m ak in g  styles. Both
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stud ies  were the only  p ieces  o f  research  ava ilab le  for u n ive rs i ty  p res iden ts '  p referred  decis ion  
making.
University Presidents ’ Responsibilities
U nivers i ty  p res iden ts  have  tw o m a jo r  responsib ili t ies :  responsib il i t ies  as d e f ined  by 
un iversity  b y law s  and con trac ts ,  and  adm in is t ra t iv e  responsib il i t ies  (S ta teU n ive rs i ty .com , 2007). 
A m o n g  their  m an y  adm in is tra t ive  responsib il i t ies ,  un iversity  p res iden ts  (a) app rove  
ap p o in tm en ts  o f  faculty  and staff, (b) re c o m m e n d  certa in  ap p o in tm en ts  to  the state h igher  
educa tion  board , (c) re c o m m e n d  po l ic ie s  to  the state h ig h e r  edu ca t io n  board ,  (d) p repa re  and 
ad m in is te r  b udgets ,  (e) a d m in is te r  acad em ic  affa irs ,  (f) ad m in is te r  use  o f  p lant and  facilities , (g) 
adm in is te r  public  re la tions,  co m m u n i ty  re la tions,  and  a lu m n i re la tions,  (h) p lan  d e v e lo p m e n t  o f  
the insti tu tion  ( long  ran g e-acad em ic  and physica l) ,  (i) im p le m e n t  fund ra is ing , (j) cha ir  general 
and co llege  facu lty  m ee tings ,  (k) rep resen t un ivers i ty  facu lty  at all func tions ,  (1) re c o m m e n d  
adm in is tra t ive  o rgan iza t ion  (general and  a cad em ic )  and s ta ff ing  o f  sam e, (m )  superv ise  at and 
conduct  public  official func tions ,  inc lud ing  c o m m e n c e m e n ts  and  co n v o c a t io n s ,  and  (n) con fe r  
degrees  (sign d ip lom as)  (A G B , 2006 ; F incher ,  200 3 ;  D ia m o n d ,  20 0 2 ;  G m eich ,  2000).
University Presidency
B rand  (2002)  desc r ib ed  the un ivers ity  p res iden t  as needing:
T o  unders tand  the  need  fo r  innova tion  and  lead the  insti tu tion  to w ard  m ee ting  the 
ch a l len g es  o f  ch an g e  w h ile  s im u ltan eo u s ly  w o rk in g  to sus ta in  the  fu n d a m e n ta l  va lues  o f  
the acad em y . A m e r ic a n  un ivers i ty  p res id en ts  are  ex p e c te d  to be  m odel c i t izens ,  public  
ad v o ca tes  fo r  ou r  d em o cra t ic  f reed o m s ,  and  c h a m p io n s  o f  w o r th y  social causes ,  (p. 1) 
U nivers i ty  p res iden ts  are offic ia l  m e d iu m s  o f  c o m m u n ic a t io n  be tw een  the  state h ig h e r  educa tion  
boards  and  the o ff ice rs  o f  adm in is t ra t io n ,  the  faculty , and  the s tu d en ts  (R ich ,  2006) .  U nivers i ty
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presidents  are  in cha rge  o f  the fo rm u la t io n  o f  adm in is t ra t iv e  goals  and  ob jec tives .  T here fo re ,  no 
m atte r  w hat issues  ins ti tu tions are  fac ing , un iversity  pres iden ts  h av e  to p rov ide  the  leadersh ip  
needed  to  ach ieve  the ob jec tives . A cco rd in g  to  B ornste in  (2003) ,  a un iversity  p res iden t  is 
“jugg le r - in -ch ie f ,  exp ec ted  to  m eet an end less  s tream  o f  individual needs  and  special d em an d s  
w ith in  and ou ts ide  the ins t i tu t ion” (p. 1).
U nivers i ty  pres iden ts  h av e  to m as te r  the  ob jec t ives  o f  insti tu tions,  s tay  cu rren t  with  
educational trends  in p h ilo sophy ,  p rog ram s,  te chno logy ,  and pe rsonne l ,  dev e lo p  tangib le  p lans  
fo r  ach iev ing  ob jec t ives  in spite  o f  constan t  ch an g e ,  o rgan ize  a team  to im p lem en t  the p lans, and 
m anage  the o rgan iza tion  in o rd e r  to ach ieve  these  goals  (A ssoc ia t ion  o f  G o v e rn in g  B oards  o f  
U n iversit ies  and C olleges ,  2006 ; Sm ith  &  H ughey , 2006).
L eadersh ip  is a key  ingred ien t in the u l t im a te  success  o f  any o rgan iza tion  (Sm ith  & 
H ughey , 2006). U n ivers i ty  p res iden tia l  leadersh ip  has  to susta in  the in s t i tu t io n ’s in tegrity  as 
well as its repu ta t ion  fo r  acad em ic  p e r fo rm an ce  (A G B , 2 006 ,  S ta teU n iv e rs i ty .co m , 2007). 
U nivers i ty  p res iden ts  are  the leaders in h ig h e r  ed u ca t io n  ins ti tu tions ,  u s ing  v is ion  to  p rov ide  the 
public  an im a g e  o f  w hat can  be  d o n e ,  and  h ow  to ge t there , and  then to put it into reality. 
U nivers i ty  pres iden ts  resp o n d  to the needs,  o p por tun it ie s ,  and  ch a l len g es  co n fro n t in g  an 
institu tion  at any  poin t o f  its d ev e lo p m en t  (B orns te in ,  2003 ; S m ith  &  H u ghey ,  2003) .  T here fo re ,  
m a jo r  tasks for un ivers ity  pres iden ts  include: a r t icu la t in g  the  v is ion , c h a m p io n in g  the goa ls ,  and 
enu n c ia t in g  the ob jec t ives  o f  the insti tu tion  (B rand ,  2002). T h is  m a k e s  u n ive rs i ty  pres iden ts  
influentia l and  ad d s  to  the ir  e ffec t iveness .
T h e  ch a l len g e  fo r  u n ive rs i ty  p res id en ts  is to  e n su re  that state  h ig h e r  ed u ca t io n  boards  
value  u n ive rs i ty  ed u ca tion ,  research  p ro g ra m s ,  and  in ternal in te llec tual cu ltu re  as va luab le  
im p o r tan t  social con tr ibu tions .  M arre t (2006)  sta ted  that state h ig h e r  e d u c a t io n  b o a rd s  can
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advance  p res id en ts ’ leadersh ip  “ by h e lp ing  pres iden ts  chart a course  o f  action  that respects  
faculty , s tudents, and the preva il ing  con tex t  w h ile  ca r ry ing  the insti tu tion  fo rw ard  to m eet 
cha llenges” (p. 3). F u r the rm ore ,  un ivers i ty  p res iden ts  ex p ec t  that s tate h igher  e d u ca t io n  boards  
co n s id e r  this contr ibu tion  a  w or th w h ile  inves tm en t desp ite  various risks.
“U nivers i ty  presidentia l  leadersh ip  is abou t ‘do in g  the right th in g ’- that is, sh if t ing  a 
p a rad ig m  from  ‘w hat is ’ to  ‘w h a t  shou ld  b e ’” (L ick , 2002 , p. 32). T h e  u n iv e rs i ty ’s responsib ili ty  
is to  cha llenge  so c ie ty ’s s truc tu re  and  to  construc t ,  en te rta in ,  and ex p e r im en t  w ith  a lternative  
v is ions fo r  re in terp re ting  the natural w orld ,  as well as to  reo rgan ize  so c ie ty ’s insti tu tions, and 
re th ink  fundam en ta l  va lues  (C u b an ,  2001 ; D iam o n d , 2002). L ick  (2002)  c la im ed  that “ the m ost 
s ign if ican t con tr ib u t io n s  leaders m ak e  are  not to to d a y ’s b o t to m  line but to the long-te rm  
d ev e lo p m en t  o f  peop le  and  ins t i tu t ions  w h o  adap t,  p rosper,  and  g ro w ” (p. 33).
A s B ornste in  (2003)  no ted , “ a u n ive rs i ty  p res idency  is o n e  o f  the  m o s t  pow erfu l  o f  all 
pos it ions  b ecau se  o f  its pe rsuas ive  in f luence  and its long - te rm  and w id e -ran g in g  leve rage"  (p.
92). E xc iting  and effec tive  p residentia l  leadersh ip  results  from  crea tive  co llabo ra t ion  be tw een  
un iversity  p res iden ts  and acad em ic  c o m m u n i ty  key  m e m b e rs  such  as state h igher  educa tion  
boards  (M arre t,  2006 ; S ta teU n iv e rs i ty .co m , 2007) .  W h e th e r  they  are art icu la t ing  p rob lem s, 
p ro p o s in g  so lu tions,  o r  m a k in g  dec is ions ,  the  p rocess  is shared  b e tw een  u n ive rs i ty  p res id en ts  and 
state h igher  e duca tion  b o a rd s  w h o  have  a pass io n a te  c o m m itm e n t  to the  u lt im a te  p u rp o ses  o f  the 
en te rp r ise  (F incher ,  200 3 ;  Ing ram  & W e a ry ,  2000 ; M c G u in n e s s ,  2005 ; M o r t im e r  &  M cC o n n e l l ,  
2001).
E ffective  state h igher  ed u ca t io n  b o a rd s  co n s id e r  each  un ivers i ty  p res iden t  as part o f  the 
h ig h e r  educa tion  en ti ty  and  e v o lv e  with each  p re s id e n t’s va lues  and be lie fs  (A G B , 2 006) .  F inal 
educa tion  o u tc o m e s  are  ex p e c te d  to reflect a consis ten t  va lue  sy s tem  (H an so n ,  2003). G o o d  state
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h igher  educa tion  boards  p rov ide  a trusting  c lim a te  (M arre t ,  2006). A s  D iam o n d  (2002) 
m en tioned ,  “un iversity  pres iden tia l  leadersh ip  requ ires  the  active support  of those  in key roles 
th roughou t the institu tion , w o rk in g  tog e th e r  tow ard  c o m m o n  goa ls” (p. 486).  E tfec t ive  
un ivers ity  pres iden ts  d e p e n d  upon  the  ab ili ty  o f  state  h ig h e r  educa tion  boards  to be  re sp o n s iv e  to 
m eet the needs  o f  the en tire  sy s tem  (D av idson  &  A lgozz ine ,  2002).
S ta te  H igher  E d u ca tion  B oard -U n iv ers i ty  P res iden t R ela t ionsh ips  
A fte r  the state h ig h e r  educa tion  conso l id a ted  g o v e rn in g  bo ard  consu lts  w ith  the 
institu tional bo ard  trustees, the board  appo in ts  the un ivers i ty  pres iden t,  w ho  serves  at the 
p leasure  o f  the board  and  at a sa lary  fixed  by  the b o a rd  (K ezar ,  2006). T h e  un iversity  p resident 
is the c h ie f  ex ecu t iv e  o ff ice r  for that institu tion  and reports  to  the  state h ig h e r  e d u ca t io n  board . 
U nivers i ty  p res iden ts  are  a lso  the h ighest ran k in g  e x ecu t iv e  o ff ice r  b e tw een  p o s tseco n d a ry  
ins t i tu tions and  the ir  state  h ig h e r  ed u ca t io n  b o a rd s  (S ta teU n iv e rs i ty .co m , 2007) .  T he  state h igher  
educa tion  b o a rd  has  d e leg a ted  adm in is t ra t iv e  responsib il i t ies  fo r  insti tu tional o p e ra t io n s  to  the 
university  p res iden t  (S ta teU n iv e rs i ty .co m , 2007) .  T h e  state h ig h e r  ed u ca t io n  board -u n iv e rs i ty  
p resident re la t ionsh ip  is a key to board  e f fec t iv en ess  (W h e la m , 2000) .  K ezar  (2006)  e m p h a s iz e d  
that “ the re la t ionsh ip  affec ts  h o w  bo ard  r e c o m m e n d a t io n s  are  rece ived  b y  the  ins t i tu t ion  as well 
as the qua li ty  o f  in fo rm ation  g iven  to  the bo ard  to  m ak e  policy  ’ (p. 26).
T h e  fo l low ing  section  o f  the l i te ra ture  rev iew  inc ludes  (a) b o a rd s ’ p e rcep tion  o f  
university  p res iden ts ,  (b) p re s id en ts ’ exp ec ta t io n  o f  bo a rd s ,  and  (c) b o a rd s ’ su p p o r t  ol un ivers ity  
p residents.
55
B oards' P erceptions o f  University Presidents
In M aguire  A sso c ia t io n ’s (2006)  su rvey : The C hronicle o f  H igher Education Survey o f  
College and  University Presidents: P residentia l Leadership and G overning B oards , it p rov ided  
the ir  reco m m en d a t io n s  to un ivers ity  presidents:
1. A ctive ly  en g ag e  the board  in m ee ting  its responsib il i t ies  to  the institu tion  and  to  the 
public  trust.
2. U nite  the board , faculty , and o th e r  c o n s ti tuen ts  in deve lo p in g  a v is ion  fo r  the  
insti tu tion  and enlist the  support  required  to  lead the institu tion  in m ee ting  fu ture  
challenges.
3. C u lt iva te  a deep  u n d e rs tan d in g  o f  the insti tu tion  and  build  on its un iq u e  charac ter ,  
h is tory , and values.
4. Resist a l lo w in g  da ily  m anageria l  tasks  to de trac t f ro m  m ee t in g  the  in s t i tu t io n ’s long- 
range  s tra tegic  cha llenges .
5. C rea te  an en v iro n m en t  that en c o u ra g e s  leadersh ip  d e v e lo p m e n t  w ith in  the institu tion .
6. E x em p lify  in ac tions  and  w o rd s  the c o n tr ib u t io n s  h ig h e r  ed u ca t io n  m ak es  to  the 
n a t io n ’s capac ity  fo r  p roduc tive  e n g a g e m e n t  in a  global age.
7. U se the p lan n in g  p rocess  and  the p e r fo rm an ce  rev iew  as o c c a s io n s  to  c la rify  goa ls  for 
the institu tion  and the p res idency , (p. ix)
S o m e  scho la rs  d iscussed  the sta te  h ig h e r  ed u ca t io n  b o a rd 's  exp ec ta t io n s  o f  un ivers i ty  
presidents . It w as  no ted  that three a reas  o f  im p ro v e m e n t  requ ire  u n ive rs i ty  p residentia l  input: (a) 
im prov ing  the  response  to  ins t i tu t iona l  needs,  (b) im p ro v in g  co n d i t io n s  fo r  em p lo y m e n t  and 
retention, and (c) w o rk in g  to im p ro v e  insti tu tional respect f ro m  ex te rna l  s tak eh o ld e rs  su ch  as 
a lum ni,  c o m m u n i ty  leaders , parents , a n d  e lec ted  off ic ia ls  (M cG o ey ,  2007) .  D iam o n d  (2002)
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stated that university presidents are expected not only to reflect and prom ote institutional 
character and direction, such as its values and goals for both internal and external stakeholders, 
but also to solve any potential conflicting demands. Bornstein (2003) postulated that university 
presidents “are expected to guide and strengthen their institutions through largely unpredictable 
economic and social changes and events" (p. 6).
University P resid en ts’ Expectation o f  Boards 
State higher education boards need to ensure that university presidents understand the 
expectations of, and how to work with, boards to achieve higher education effectiveness. The 
analysis o f  M aguire Associa tion’s (2006) survey: The C hronicle o f  H igher Education Survey o f  
C ollege and U niversity Presidents: P residentia l Leadership  and  G overning B oards , Association 
o f  Governing Boards o f  Colleges and Universities (AGB) (2006) sum m arized presidents’ 
responses and presented their conclusions, as shown below:
The need has never been more acute for boards to provide the framework o f  support and 
accountability that allows university presidents to succeed. It is critically important that 
both boards and presidents understand the board 's  role in creating the context o f  a 
successful presidency. Achieving this understanding will allow higher education 
institutions to meet our nation 's  com pelling needs for education, research, and social 
progress, (p. 10)
Furthermore, AGB (2006) identified that state higher education boards should know university 
presidents’ needs throughout the presidency.
The nature o f  a board’s initial charge to a university president, as well as the quality and 
consistency o f  the support it provides, contributes to the president’s success or failure in 
meeting the range o f  responsibilities which effective governance requires, (p. 11)
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A G B  (2006)  re c o m m e n d e d  that the  board:
1. C h a rg e  the  p res iden t  w ith  deve lop ing , c larify ing , and  fu lfilling  the in s t i tu t ion ’s 
m iss ion  and v ision, and hold  the p resident accoun tab le .
2. C harge  the p resident w ith  responsib il i ty  for d ev e lo p in g  a s tra teg ic  p lan  in con junc tion  
w ith  faculty , the  execu tive  leadersh ip  team , and  o th e r  cons ti tuen ts ,  inc lud ing  public  
stakeholders .
3. E ncourage  the p resident to  bu ild  a cap ab le  and  effec t ive  leadersh ip  team.
4. H elp  the  p resident chart  a co u rse  o f  action  that respec ts  faculty , s tuden ts ,  and  the 
preva il ing  institu tional cu ltu re  w h ile  ca rry ing  the insti tu tion  fo rw ard  to  m eet new  
challenges.
5. S upport  the p resident in the  task o f  co n fro n t in g  d iff icu lt  and  con trovers ia l  issues.
6. S upport  the p res iden t  as an advoca te  fo r  all h ig h e r  e duca tion  and  not ju s t  this 
particu lar  institution.
7. Focus  on po licy  ra th e r  than  adm in is tra t ion , (p. vii-viii)
S o m e  scho lars  d esc r ib ed  p re s id en ts ’ exp ec ta t io n s  o f  s tate h igher  edu ca t io n  boards .  D iam o n d  
(2002) p roc la im ed  that one  o f  the m a n y  responsib il i t ie s  o f  a s tate h igher  edu ca t io n  bo a rd  is to 
p rov ide  psycho log ica l  and  substan tive  su p p o r t  fo r  un ivers i ty  p residen ts .  S ta te  h igher  educa tion  
b oards  shou ld  sh o w  care  for the w e lfa re  o f  u n ive rs i ty  pres iden ts .  T h ree  issues ch a l len g e  the 
un iversity  pres idency :  (a) the  urgen t need  fo r  fu n d in g ,  (b) the increased  call for un ivers i t ies  to 
de te rm ine  their  w orth ,  and  (c) the pace  and  c rush  o f  co m m u n ic a t io n  (G m elch ,  2001; 
M cL au g h lin ,  2006) .  M c L au g h lin  (2006)  no ted  that p res id en ts  are often  c h a l len g ed  by  the public  
reg a rd in g  the p re s id e n ts ’ acco u n tab il i ty  and  e ff ic iency . T h e  th ree  m o s t  f requen t q u es t io n s  are:
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“(a) What is the return on the investment? (b) Which institution does the best job?  and (c) Can 
you prove whether you are performing as well as you should" (p. 2)?
University presidents carry many responsibilities in order for them to function efficiently. 
Diamond (2002) claimed that finance is the major concern confronting university presidents. 
While university presidents prioritize their efforts in dealing with institutional needs, state higher 
education boards should provide strategic, intellectual, and financial contributions (McLaughlin, 
2006). “Governance, management, and decision making should always reflect the fundamental 
values o f  the academy, that is, freedom o f  inquiry, openness to new ideas, com m itm ent to 
rigorous study, and love o f  learning" (Tierney, 2004, p. 146).
B oards' Support o f  U niversity Presidents  
Maguire Associa tion’s (2006) survey: The C hronicle o f  H igher E ducation  Survey o f  
College and  U niversity Presidents: P residentia l Leadership  and  G overning Boards indicated 
that state higher education boards’ support is essential to university presidents. For example, 
state higher education boards have to express their appreciation to university presidents even if 
things are going smoothly; this is critical to the state higher education board-university president 
relationship (Maguire Association, 2006).
Association o f  Governing Boards (AGB) (2006) analyzed the sam e survey and discussed 
the im portance o f  state higher education boards’ support for university presidents. State higher 
education boards and university presidents each share responsibility to “ensure that higher 
education as a whole continues to serve the nation 's  complex and evolving needs for education, 
research, and service” (AG B, 2006, p. 29). University presidents m ust carry out higher 
education’s value o f  creating hum an and intellectual capital and driving the nation’s continued 
civic and economic vitality in a knowledge-based society (AGB, 2006). State higher education
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boards shou ld  be aw are  o f  un ivers i ty  p re s id en ts ’ e ffo rts  in p rom oting  the va lue  o f  h igher  
education.
O th er  researchers  a lso  pos tu la ted  a  s im ila r  thought in b o a rd s ’ support  o f  univers ity  
presidents . “O rgan iza tiona l  cu ltu re  is the set o f  shared , taken -fo r-g ran ted  im plic it  a s sum ptions  
tha t  a g roup  ho lds  and that d e te rm ines  h o w  it perce ives ,  th inks  abou t,  and reacts  to its various 
en v iro n m e n ts” (K re itner  & K in ick i ,  2007 , p. 76). S tate  h igher  educa tion  b o a rd s  and  u n ive rs i ty  
pres iden ts  are w o rk in g  in the sam e  c irc le  and  it is vital that bo th  parties  share  the  sam e  beliefs  
regard ing  h igher  e d u c a t io n ’s big picture.
O rgan iza tiona l  cu ltu re  in fluences un ivers i ty  p re s id en ts '  e ffec t iveness .  O rg an iza t io n s  are 
less likely to acco m p lish  the ir  co rpo ra te  goa ls  w h e n  fo llow ers  p erce ive  an inco n s is ten cy  be tw een  
w h a t  is be ing  said  and w hat is be ing  do n e  (K re itne r  &  K inicki, 2007). F o r  e x a m p le ,  if  s tate 
h igher  e d u ca t io n  boards  w ork  tow ard  the sa m e  long  te rm  goa ls  as  the ir  un ivers i ty  p residen ts ,  
those p res iden ts  shou ld  p erce ive  board  ac t ions  as paralle l  to the ir  o w n. A cco rd in g  to D iam o n d  
(2002),  w hile  “un ivers i ty  p res iden ts  c o m m a n d  bo a rd  co n f id en ce ,  they  are  en ti t led  to effec tive  
board  support in public  and rea ssu ran ce  in priva te ,  e sp ec ia l ly  w hen  u n d e r  s ieg e"  (p. 381).
In any  k ind  o f  o rgan iza t iona l  re la t ionsh ip , a  ju x ta p o s i t io n  o f  g o v e rn an ce  and  leadersh ip  is 
essentia l in ach iev in g  o rgan iza tiona l  goals. A s  state h ig h e r  ed u ca t io n  b o a rd s  and  un iversity  
p res iden ts  are ab le  to  h a rm o n io u s ly  align g o v e rn an ce  w ith  leadersh ip , a  m a x im iz a t io n  o f  h igher  
educa tion  will be  the m ost im m ed ia te  benefit  (K ezar ,  2006).
S tate  h igher  e duca tion  b o a rd -u n iv e rs i ty  p resident re la t ionsh ips  are bu ilt  u p o n  several 
board  responsib il i t ies  tha t  heavily  invo lve  u n ive rs i ty  p res id en ts  (M cL au g h lin ,  2006) .  T he  
various types  o f  re spons ib il i ty  state h ig h e r  ed u c a t io n  boards  exe rc ise  can  be  d iv ided  into fou r
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types  o f  pow er: fiscal pow er,  p o w er  o v e r  academ ic  p rogram s, p o w er  to set h igher  educa tion  
policy, and personne l  p o w er  (W alle r  et al., 2000). Fiscal p o w er  c onsis ts  of:
1. p resen ting  a separa te  budget  to the g o v e rn o r  o r  legis la ture  for each  consti tuen t  
institution;
2. p resen ting  a  single, un if ied  bud g e t  to  the g o v e rn o r  or  legisla ture;
3. rev iew ing  budget  reques ts  o f  consti tuen t  ins t i tu t ions  and m a k in g  independen t 
reco m m en d a t io n s  to  the g o v e rn o r  o r  legisla ture;
4. m a k in g  app rop ria t ions  requests  to the legisla ture;
5. rece iv ing  app rop ria t ions  f ro m  the  legis la ture  in one  lu m p  su m  to d is tr ibu te  to  the 
consti tuen t  institu tions;
6. au tho r iz ing  the c rea t ion  o f  new  fac ilities  (new  c a m p u s  as well as new  institu tions);
7. au tho riz ing  expen d i tu re s  on ex is t ing  facilities;
8. report ing  on m on ies  rece ived  and spent by the sys tem ;
9. es tab lish ing  sy s tem  w ide , s tan d ard  a cco u n t in g  o r  reporting ;
10. co n d u c t in g  audits  o f  cons ti tuen t  institu tions;
11. con tro ll ing  and  m a n a g in g  all sy s tem  property ;
12. accep ting  gifts, dev ises , g ran ts ,  trusts;
13. p u rch as in g  real and persona l  p roperty  fo r  the  sys tem ;
14. selling, leasing, o r  m o r tg a g in g  the  s y s te m ’s real o r  persona l p roperty ;
15. m anag ing  o r  investing  the  sy s te m ’s trusts  and  inves tm en ts ;
16. se tt ing  tu it ion  and fees at cons ti tuen t  insti tu tions;
17. issu ing  o r  au tho r iz ing  the issuance  o f  bonds;
18. ac t ing  as the s ta te  ag ency  re sp o n s ib le  fo r  rece ip t o f  federal funds;
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19. es tab lish ing  f inancial aid p ro g ram s  or policies;
20. se tt ing  polic ies or  p ro g ram s  fo r  g ran ts ,  scho la rsh ips ,  o r  fe llow ships. (A m erican  
C ouncil  on E duca tion  (A C E ),  2006 ; A G B , 2007; M aguire  A ssoc ia t ion , 2006 ; W alle r  
et al., 2000)
T he  p o w er  o v e r  acad em ic  p ro g ram s  deals  w ith  (A m erican  C ouncil  on E duca tion  (A C E ),  2006; 
M ag u ire  A ssoc ia t ion , 2006 ; W a lle r  e t  al., 2000):
1. rev iew ing  and /o r  te rm in a t in g  ex is t ing  p rogram s;
2. a p p ro v in g  or  re jec ting  reques ts  to es tab lish  new  p rogram s;
3. con d u c t in g  annua l o r  regu la r  p ro g ram  rev iew s;
4. rev iew ing  curricu la ;
5. a p p ro v in g  or  re jec t ing  course  offerings;
6. p rescr ib ing  b o o k s  to  be used  in courses ;
7. m a in ta in ing  an inven to ry  o f  p ro g ram s o r courses ;
8. es tab lish ing  c red it  t ransfe r  po lic ies  o r  p rocedures ;
9. su spend ing  or ex p e l l in g  s tuden ts  fo r  a cad em ic  reasons;
10. deve lo p in g  m iss ion  s ta tem en ts  o f  consti tuen t  insti tu tions;
11. eva lu a t in g  the  e ffec t iveness  o f  cons ti tuen t  institu tions;
12. es tab lish ing  research  po lic ies  and secu r in g  patents;
13. rev iew in g  p ro g ram s  o ffe red  in-s ta te  by  o u t-o f-s ta te  insti tu tions;
14. a p p ro v in g  an d /o r  re jec ting  o f f -c a m p u s  p ro g ra m s  o ffe red  by  cons t i tu en t  insti tu tions;
15. e s tab lish ing  s tuden t  ach ie v e m en t  g u ide lines  o r  s tandards ;
16. con fe rr in g  degrees ;
17. e s tab lish ing  po lic ies  and  regu la t ions  fo r  cons ti tuen t  insti tu tions
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18. ap p rov ing  and /o r  re jec ting  ad m iss io n s  s tandards ,  o r  deve lo p in g  ad m iss io n s  s tandards;
19. setting  en ro llm en t levels;
20. con trac ting  w ith  private  ins ti tu tions for p rog ram s not offered  by  constituent 
institutions;
21. deve lop ing  rec iprocal o r  ex ch an g e  p rogram s;
22. ce r tify ing  o r  licensing  new  p o s tseco n d a ry  institutions.
T he  p o w er  to set h ig h e r  e duca tion  policy  includes:
1. adv is ing  the g o v e rn o r  an d /o r  leg is la tu re  on h ig h e r  educa tion  issues;
2. p ropos ing  new  leg is la tion  or  c h a n g e s  to ex is t ing  h igher  ed u ca t io n  laws;
3. identify ing  and rank ing  s ta tew ide  h ig h e r  educa tion  priorities; and
4. cond u c t in g  m as te r  p lann ing  fo r  h igher  educa tion . (A m erican  C ouncil  on E d u ca t io n  
(A C E ),  2006 ; M agu ire  A sso c ia t io n ,  2006 ; W a l le r  e t  al., 2000)
T he  personnel p o w er  d ea ls  w ith  (A C E , 2006 ; M aguire  A ssoc ia t ion ,  2006 ; W a lle r  et ah , 2000):
1. appo in ting  the p resident o f  the un ivers i ty  o r  the  c h ie f  e x ecu t iv e  o ff ice r  o f  the  system ;
2. f ix ing  the p re s id e n t’s o r  c h ie f  ex ecu t iv e  o f f ic e r ’s salary;
3. rem o v in g  the p re s id en t  o r  c h ie f  ex ecu t iv e  officer;
4. appo in ting  o th e r  un ivers i ty  officers ;
5. f ix ing  o th e r  o ff ice rs ’ sa laries ;
6. rem o v in g  o th e r  off icers  f ro m  office;
7. appo in ting  deans ,  p ro fessors ,  and  o th e r  in d iv idua ls  at con s t i tu en t  insti tu tions;
8. f ix ing  the salaries o f  deans ,  p ro fessors ,  etc.;
9. rem o v in g  deans ,  p ro fessors ,  etc. f ro m  office;
10. e s tab lish ing  personne l  g u ide lines  fo r  cons t i tu en t  insti tu tions;
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11. g ran ting  and /o r  den y in g  tenure;
12. selecting , des ign ing , and e s tab lish ing  e m p lo y ee  benefit  p lans and rela ted  p rogram s;
13. adop ting  incentive  o r  rew ard  p ro g ram s for e m p lo y e e  excellence;
14. g ran ting  o r  deny ing  reques ts  fo r  leaves o f  ab sen ce  o r  sabba tica ls ;  and
15. p rov id ing  tra in ing  for m em b ers  o f  the b o a rd s  o f  the  cons ti tuen t  institu tions.
Effective g overnance  invo lves  s trong  b o a rd -u n iv e rs i ty  p resident re la t ionsh ip  (M aguire
A ssoc ia t ion , 2006). T o  ach ieve  this, bo th  parties  have  to
1. bu ild  a clear, shared , m utual und ers tan d in g  o f  expec ta t ions ,  responsib il i t ies ,  and 
institutional culture;
2. dev e lo p  a long-range  plan;
3. presen t a united  f ro n t  on c o n ten t io u s  issues. (A G B , 2006 , p. 10)
Related Research
T h e  a fo rem en tio n ed  s tud ies  ad d ressed  h ig h e r  ed u ca t io n a l  s truc tu re  issues  from  differen t 
ang les  such  as people ,  m an ag em en t ,  and issues. W h a t  is n eeded  is a d e e p e r  look at h o w  differen t 
h igher  e d u ca t io n  entit ies  co llabo ra te  w ith  each  o ther. Past s tud ies  have  not inves t iga ted  the 
deg ree  to  w h ich  pe rcep tion  o f  locus o f  d ec is ion  o f  u n ive rs i ty  p res id en ts  a ligns w ith  the ir  state 
h igher  educa tion  board  structure.
T h e re  are l im ited  stud ies  th a t  a c tua lly  focused  on bo th  state h ig h e r  edu ca t io n  boards  and 
u n ivers i ty  p res iden ts  at the  s a m e  time. T h e  m ajo r i ty  o f  the s tud ies  gave  a snap sh o t  o f  the 
re la t ionsh ip  be tw een  sta te  and  h igher  ed u ca t io n  ins ti tu tions .  M ore  rarely  have  s tud ies  e x am in ed  
h ow  the key players  such as state  h igher  edu ca t io n  b o a rd s  and  un ivers i ty  p res id en ts  re la te  to  each 
o th e r  abou t m a jo r  h igher  educa tion  responsib ili t ies .  O vera l l ,  past s tud ies  had used  both  
qua li ta t ive  and quan ti ta t ive  m e th o d o lo g y  to  investiga te  the ir  re sea rch  ques t ions .
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For syn thes iz ing  re la tionsh ips ,  su rvey  d is tr ibu tion  has  been  the m o s t  p o p u la r  and tends to 
be useful fo r  ind ica ting  the co rre la t ion  be tw een  var iab les  (B abb ie ,  2007). S o m e  o f  the stud ies  
had  a low survey  re turn  rate f ro m  som e sam ple  g roups ;  how ever ,  those  s tud ies  had  p resen ted  the 
in fo rm ation  effic iently , w hich  ass is ts  in p rov id ing  useful b ack g ro u n d  know ledge .
S u m m a ry
T h e  rev iew  o f  literature  co v ered  ins t i tu t iona l  affilia tion  and c lass if ica tion , types  o f  
leadersh ip ,  state h igher  e duca tion  boards,  un ivers i ty  p res iden ts ,  and h igher  e duca tion  relations. 
S tate  h igher  educa tion  boards  represent state in terest and m a n a g e  h igher  edu ca t io n .  U nivers i ty  
pres iden ts  are h ired  by  the  state h ig h e r  educa tion  boards  and  are ch a rg ed  w ith  bo th  lead ing  and 
m anag ing  insti tu tions. Both  state h ig h e r  e duca tion  boards  and u n ive rs i ty  p res id en ts  are  w ork ing  
to m ax im ize  h igher  educa tion  benefits  but from  tw o  very  d ifferen t pos i t ions  (M c L e n d o n ,  2000). 
T h e  deg ree  to  w h ich  those  d ifferen t pos it ions  e f fec t ive ly  w ork  tow ard  the sam e  end  is reflec ted  
in state  h igher  educa tion  board  responsib il i t ies  shared  w ith  the un iversity  p resident 
(M cG u in n ess ,  2005 ; M o rt im er  &  M cC o n n e l l ,  2001) .  A s  no ted  p rev iously ,  there  are  fou r  areas  o f  
state h igher  educa tion  bo ard  p o w ers  that requ ire  un ivers i ty  p re s id e n ts '  pa r t ic ipa tion , fiscal, 
a cad em ic  p rog ram s,  policy , and personne l .  A pp lica t io n  o f  f isca l p o w e r  in c lu d es  rev iew in g  
insti tu tional budget requests ,  m a k in g  ap p rop r ia t ions  reques ts  to the leg is la ture ,  au tho r iz ing  the 
d ev e lo p m en t  o f  new  facilities, ov e rsee in g  ex is t in g  facility  ex p en d i tu re s ,  co n d u c t in g  insti tu tional 
audits ,  c on tro l l in g  sys tem  propert ies ,  p u rch as in g  p roperty  for the sy s tem , and  se tt ing  institu tional 
tuition and fees (A m erican  C ou n c i l  on E du ca t io n ,  20 0 6 ;  A G B , 2007 ; M ag u ire  A sso c ia t io n ,  2006 ; 
W a lle r  et a l„  2000).
S tate  h ig h e r  edu ca t io n  board  p o w e rs  o v e r  a cad em ic  p ro g ram s  include  rev iew in g  ex is ting  
cu rr icu la  and  p ro g ram s  offe red  in-state  by o u t-o f-s ta te  ins ti tu tions ,  a p p ro v in g  the es tab l ish m en t
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o f  new  p rogram s, o f f -cam p u s  p ro g ram s offered  by o ther  insti tu tions, and ad m iss ion  s tandards.
In addition , annual p rog ram  rev iew s, p rog ram  inventories , es tab lish ing  c red it  transfer, research  
polic ies, s tudent ach ievem en t gu idelines ,  and institu tional po lic ies  perta in  to academ ic  p rog ram  
oversigh t. T h e  rev iew  o f  literature  a lso  identif ied  shared  go v e rn an ce  w ith  respect to  the 
institutional m ission  s ta tem ent,  ex ch an g e  p ro g ram s,  eva lua ting  institu tional effec t iveness ,  
con fe rr ing  degrees ,  se tt ing  en ro llm en t levels, and co n trac t in g  w ith  priva te  insti tu tional p rog ram s 
for special serv ices  (A m erican  C ouncil  on E duca tion ,  2006 ; M agu ire  A ssoc ia t ion ,  2006;
M o rt im er  &  M cC o n n e l l ,  2001 ; W a lle r  e t  al., 2000).
P o w er  to set h ig h e r  educa tion  po licy  inc ludes iden tify ing  s ta tew ide  h ig h e r  educa tion  
priorities  and  cond u c t in g  h igher  educa tion  p lann ing . P ersonne l  p o w er  inc ludes  se tt ing  un ivers ity  
o ff ice rs ’ sa laries , es tab lish ing  insti tu tional personne l  gu ide lines ,  g ran t in g  tenure  and  sabba tica l  
requests ,  se lec ting  em p lo y ee  benefit  p lans, and  adop t in g  e m p lo y e e  ex ce l len ce  incen tives  (A C E , 
2006 ; M agu ire  A ssoc ia t ion , 2006 ; W a lle r  et al., 2000).
A ssoc ia t ion  o f  G o v e rn in g  B oards  (A G B )  (2006)  has p e rfo rm ed  a sub s tan t ia l  a m o u n t  o f  
research  in regards to  s ta te  h ig h e r  educa tion  board -u n iv e rs i ty  p resident re la tionsh ips .  T h e re  are 
three exp ec ta t io n s  fo r  bo th  state h igher  educa tion  b o a rd s  and  un ivers i ty  presidents ;  (a) 
co n g ru en ce  in u nders tand ing  the o th e r ’s pe rspec tive ,  (b) c o o rd in a t io n  o f  long-range  p lann ing , 
and (c) un ifo rm ity  o f  app roach  rega rd ing  con trovers ia l  issues. T h e se  ex p ec ta t io n s  have  to  be 
a c c o m m o d a ted  w ith in  the fou r  a reas  o f  p o w er  to ach ieve  h ig h e r  edu ca t io n  ou tco m es .  O n ly  w hen  
there is an app rop r ia te  re la t ionsh ip  be tw een  state h igher  e d u ca t io n  bo ard  g o v e rn an ce  and 
univers ity  leadersh ip  can  un ivers it ies  be  e ff ic ien t  and  p ro sp e ro u s  (G m elch ,  2001).
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C H A P T E R  T H R E E  
M E T H O D O L O G Y  
In troduction
State  h igher  educa tion  board  go v e rn an ce  ex is ts  by  law  and is inheren tly  re la tive ly  stable 
ow ing  to the general nature  o f  its overs igh t ,  w hile  by contrast ,  un iversity  pres iden ts  co n t inuous ly  
face  the ch an g in g  nature  o f  the educa tiona l  env iro n m en t .  A s  a  resu lt  o f  the  leadersh ip  cha llenges  
innate in dea ling  w ith  change ,  a g rea te r  level o f  support  f ro m  state h ig h e r  educa tion  boards  is 
required  fo r  u n ivers i ty  pres iden ts  to be  successfu l (D uders tad t ,  2005). T here fo re ,  this s tudy  
proposed  to  investiga te  the deg ree  to w h ich  the  u n ive rs i ty  p re s id en ts ’ percep tion  o f  locus  o f  
decis ion  m ak in g  is a l igned  with th e ir  s ta te s ’ h ig h e r  e duca tion  b o a rd s ’ d ec is ion  m ak ing  
responsib ili ty . T h e  rev iew  o f  the literature  ind ica ted  that w ith  the increased  d e m a n d s  on state 
h ig h e r  educa tion  boards  and un iversity  p res iden ts ,  it is t im e ly  fo r  research  to  add ress  the  m o s t  
e ff icac ious  a l ig n m en t  be tw een  the p e rcep tion  o f  locus o f  dec is ion  m ak in g  o f  un iversity  
pres iden ts  and the ir  state  h igher  educa tion  bo a rd  s truc tu re  (N e w  Je rsey  A sso c ia t io n  o f  State 
C o lleges  and U nivers i t ies ,  2004). T h is  research  se rves  the pub lic  in terests  rep resen ted  by  the 
percep tion  o f  locus  o f  dec is ion  m a k in g  o f  un ivers i ty  p res iden ts  and  their  state h ig h e r  educa tion  
board  structure.
R esea rch  D esign
T h is  re sea rch  d is tr ibu ted  a se lf -cons truc ted  ce n su s  based  on l i te ra ture  rev iew  to se lec ted  
un ivers ity  and co llege  p res iden ts  in o rde r  to inves tiga te  the d eg ree  to w h ich  the un ivers i ty  
p re s id en ts ’ p e rcep tion  o f  locus o f  dec is ion  m ak in g  w as a l igned  w ith  the ir  s ta te s ’ h igher  
educa tion  b o a rd  struc ture . S ta tes  w ere  se lec ted  for pa r t ic ipa tion  a c c o rd in g  to  w h e th e r  the ir  state  
h igher  e duca tion  boards  have  the p o w e r  to  a p p o in t  un ivers i ty  p res iden ts ,  that is, h a d  conso lida ted
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govern ing  boards.  A s  rev iew ed  in C h ap te r  2, con so l id a ted  g o v e rn in g  boards  have the p o w e r  to 
appo in t  un ivers ity  pres iden ts  and also to share  h ig h e r  educa tion  responsib ili t ies  with the ir  
p residents. C en su s  d o m a in s  and item s specific  to the ir  d o m a in s  had been  identif ied  from  the 
rev iew  o f  literature, spec if ica lly  W alle r  et al., 2000.
T his  s tudy  util ized  a quan ti ta t ive  app roach  to exp lo re  w h e th e r  the deg ree  o f  a l ignm en t o f  
percep tion  o f  locus o f  dec is ion  m ak in g  o f  un ivers ity  p res iden ts  is d if fe ren tia ted  acco rd in g  to 
the ir  s ta tes ' h igher  e duca tion  board  structure . B ased  upon  the  d a ta  rece ived  from  univers ity  
presidents , a de te rm ina tion  w as  m ade  regard ing  the  deg ree  o f  a l ignm en t be tw een  the percep tion  
o f  locus o f  dec is ion  m ak in g  o f  un iversity  p res iden ts  and the ir  state  h igher  ed u ca t io n  board  
structure . T h is  a l ig n m en t  then w as  ana ly zed  by  bo ard  s truc tu re  to  iden tify  any var ia t ion  in 
a l ignm en t o f  locus o f  d ec is ion  m a k in g  that m igh t  ex is t  be tw een  g o v e rn in g  boards .
P opu la tion  and C en su s  
A s no ted  in C h ap te r  2, there  are n ine types  o f  un ivers i t ies  and nine types o f  a ssocia te  
co lleges  identif ied  in the C arneg ie  C lass if ica t ion  (The C a rn eg ie  F ou n d a t io n  fo r  the  A d v an cem en t  
o f  T each ing , 2006). T h is  inc ludes  ve ry  h igh  re sea rch  ac tiv ity , high re sea rch  activity , 
do c to ra l /research , and larger p ro g ram  (from  M a s te r 's  co lleges) ,  m e d iu m  p ro g ra m s  (from 
M a s te r ’s co lleges) ,  sm all  p ro g ram s  ( f ro m  M a s te r 's  co lleges) ,  art and sc ience  (from  B ache lo r  
co lleges) ,  d iverse  (f rom  B ache lo r  co lleges) ,  and  assoc ia te  ( f rom  B a ch e lo r  co lleges) .  T h e  n ine 
types o f  A sso c ia te 's  co llege  are ru ra l-se rv ing  sm all ,  ru ra l-se rv ing  m e d iu m ,  ru ra l-se rv ing  large, 
sub u rb an -se rv in g  s ing le  cam p u s ,  su b u rb a n -se rv in g  m ult ip le  cam p u ses ,  and  special use  
asso c ia te ’s institutions.
All n ine types o f  u n ive rs i t ie s  and co lleges  in sta tes  hav in g  co n so l id a ted  b o a rd s  o f  h igher  
educa tion  w ere  to be se lec ted  as  par t ic ipan ts  in this research  sub jec t  to the  fo l lo w in g  criteria : (a)
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tw o-year  co lleges  m u s t  not be  u n d e r  un ivers ity  overs igh t  and (b) state h ig h e r  educa tion  boards 
m ust not have  g overnance  responsib il i t ies  o u ts ide  o f  the un iversity  sys tem  such  as for K-12 
levels o f  educa tion  or  w ith in  the  O ffice  o f  the G o v e rn o r  (M cG u in n ess ,  2002).
T w o -y e a r  co lleges  un d er  univers ity  overs igh t w ere  not s tud ied  ind iv idua lly  because  the ir  
superv is ing  un ivers it ies  are inc luded  in the n ine types  o f  un ivers it ies  p rev iously  identified. State 
boa rds  that are re sponsib le  for all levels  o f  educa tion  ( P r e - K - 16/20) have  m ore  and differen t 
responsib ili t ies  than  those state boa rds  that ju s t  focus on h ig h e r  educa tion . For ex am p le ,  Idaho, 
Florida , N ew  York, and M ic h ig a n  are so m e  o f  the  sta tes  w ith  boards  that are responsib le  fo r  all 
levels  o f  educa tion  (M cG u in n ess ,  2002). S tate  boards  that are  o u ts ide  o f  un ivers i ty  sy s tem s  are 
no rm ally  responsib le  fo r  o ne  s ing le  insti tu tion  instead o f  a s ta te  h igher  ed u ca t io n  system .
K ansas  prov ides  a coo rd in a t in g  board  for W ash b u rn  U n ivers i ty  (M cG u in n ess ,  2002). S tate  
boards that are w ith in  the O ff ice  o f  G o v e rn o r  have  a d ifferen t sy s tem  than those  in sta tes  that 
have  a co m m iss io n e r  in c h a rg e  o f  the state h igher  educa tion  system . For  instance , the  O regon  
P lann ing  A g en cy  is w ith in  the O ff ice  o f  G o v e rn o r  (M cG u in n ess ,  2002). F inally , those  s ta tes  that 
had  conso l id a ted  g o v e rn in g  b o a rd s  fo r  un ivers i t ies  and  c o o rd in a t in g  b o a rd s  for locally  g o verned  
co m m u n i ty  co lleges  do not have  the ir  c o m m u n i ty  co llege  p res iden ts  se lec ted  as part  o f  the 
popula tion .
C o n sequen tly ,  the popu la t ion  fo r  this research  co n s is ted  o f  u n ive rs i ty  and  co llege  
p residen ts ,  inc lud ing  bo th  m ales  and  fem ales ,  f ro m  sta tes  hav ing  one  o f  tw o  fo rm s  o f  
conso lida ted  g o vern ing  bo ard  structure . E i th e r  a s tate se lec ted  fo r  this re sea rch  w o u ld  have  a 
single  conso l id a ted  bo a rd  fo r  all public  h igher  e d u ca t io n  g o v e rn a n c e  (un if ied  conso l id a ted  
board )  o r  a dou b le  conso l id a ted  board  s truc tu re  in w h ich  tw o sepa ra te  b o a rd s  w ere  u tilized  fo r  all 
public  h igher  educa tion  g o v e rn an ce  (d iv ided  conso l id a ted  board) .  In the dou b le  co n so l id a ted
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board  struc ture , one board  w as  for tw o -y ea r  ins ti tu tions and the o ther  bo a rd  se rved  the  rem ain ing  
institutions.
A pp ly in g  these  criteria , the resu lting  popu la tion  w as  app ro x im ate ly  146 un iversity  and 
c o m m u n ity  co llege  p residen ts ,  all o f  w h o m  w ere  invited  to partic ipate . T ab le  7 identifies the 
states m eeting  the  criter ia  for this research . A  cen su s  w as  d is tr ibu ted  to all h igher  e duca tion  
pres iden ts  in this population .
T ab le  7
States M eeting Participation Criteria
B oard  T ypes S ta tes
C o n so lida ted  G overn ing  Boards A laska
(O ne  B oard  fo r  All Pub lic  Institu tions) H aw aii
M o n tan a
N evada
N orth  D ako ta
R h o d e  Island
S ou th  D ako ta
C o n so lida ted  G o v e rn in g  Boards A rizo n a
(T w o  B oards E n co m p ass in g  All Public G eo rg ia
Institu tions) Iow a
M aine
M iss iss ipp i
N ew  H am p sh ire
U tah
W isco n s in
W y o m in g
T h e  C en su s
T he  k ind  o f  in fo rm ation  to  be  c o m p i le d  f ro m  un ivers i ty  p res id en ts  w as  th e ir  p e rcep t io n s  
o f  state h igher  educa tion  boards ' g o v e rn an ce  p re fe rences  as well as the ir  ow n. T h is  census 
exp lo red  w h e th e r  the deg ree  o f  a l ig n m en t  o f  p e rcep tion  o f  locus o f  d ec is ion  m a k in g  o f  un ivers i ty  
p res iden ts  is d iffe ren tia ted  acco rd in g  to  the ir  s ta te s ’ h ig h e r  ed u ca t io n  bo ard  structure . 
C o n sequen tly ,  a census  w as  d ev e lo p ed  g ro u n d ed  in a rev iew  o f  l i te ra ture  tha t  ad d ressed  both
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pres id en ts ’ and b o a rd s ’ responsib ili t ies ,  w hich  had  been  identif ied  by  W alle r  et al. (2000)  as 
consis t ing  o f  fou r  d om ains :  (a) fiscal, (b) p ro g ram , (c) po licy , (d) personne l  (W alle r  et al., 2000). 
P residen ts  w ere  asked  to identify  bo th  the ir  percep t io n s  o f  the ir  b o a rd s ’ desired  a l location  ot 
control and the ir  o w n  p refe rred  a llocation ot con tro l to r  each  dom ain .
Each  dom ain  represen ted  6 to 20  func tions  app rop ria te  to  the  con ten ts  o f  the  do m a in  as 
a rticu la ted  in the  rev iew  o f  the literature. T h o se  fun c t io n s  represen ted  specific  board  
responsib il i t ies  that also involve  un ivers i ty  p re s id e n ts ’ partic ipa tion . B e tw een  the  percep tion  of 
locus o f  dec is ion  m a k in g  o f  un ivers i ty  p res iden ts  and  s truc ture  ot the ir  s ta te  h ig h e r  educa tion  
boards,  the cen su s  a l lo w ed  for d e te rm ina tion  o f  a l ig n m en t  for each  func tion  un d e r  those  lour  
d o m a in s  b y  co m p u t in g  a score  fo r  each  do m a in  as d esc r ib ed  be low . A scoring  rubric  w as 
construc ted  and the  score  w as  used  to  ind ica te  the degree  o f  a l ignm en t.  T h e  a l ig n m en t  referred  
to  the re la t ionsh ip  be tw een  the tw o va r iab les  and d o es  not sugges t  any th in g  reg a rd in g  persona l 
qualit ies  be tw een  var iab les  (K ezar, 2006).
T he  score  w as  based  on a scale  d iv ided  into three d eg rees  o f  control:  essen tia l ,  shared , 
and unessen tia l .  Essentia l ind ica ted  that con tro l w as  abso lu te ly  necessa ry  to  the role of 
un iversity  p res iden t  a n d /o r  state h ig h e r  e duca tion  board . A shared  re sp o n se  f ro m  the  perspec tive  
o f  p res iden t  indica ted  that con tro l m ay  be  d iv ided  be tw een  the p res iden t  a n d /o r  state h igher  
educa tion  board  fo r  the pa r t icu la r  func tion . U nessen tia l  ind ica ted  that con tro l  w as  not necessary  
to  the role o f  p resident a n d /o r  state h ig h e r  ed u ca t io n  board .
T h e  p resident ra ted  each  func tion  tw ice. F o r  each  func tion , the first ra ting  ind ica ted  the 
state h igher  educa tion  b o a rd s ’ locus o f  dec is ion  m a k in g  respon s ib i l i ty  a c co rd in g  to  the 
p re s id en ts ’ pe rcep tion , w h ile  the  second  ra t in g  ind ica ted  the p re s id en ts '  p re fe r red  level ol 
dec is ion  m ak in g  responsib il i ty .  P ar t ic ipan ts  w ere  p rov ided  with a box  to c h eck  ind ica ting  their
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cho ice  o f  Essentia l ,  Shared , and U nessen tia l  level o f  dec is ion  m ak ing  responsib ili t ies . These  
responses  w ere  coded , w ithou t  quan ti ta t ive  in fe rence, by  us ing  1 to deno te  Essen tia l ,  2  to deno te  
Shared , and 3 to  deno te  U nessen tia l .  B ased  upon  the  c o n g ru en ce  o f  the  three poss ib le  responses ,  
f ive degrees  o f  a l ig n m en t  de l in ed  as in T ab le  8 as well as A p p en d ix  F .
In T ab le  8, level 1 w as  den o ted  as Ideal A lig n m en t  ind ica ting  the  p res id en ts  and  the 
p res id en ts ’ pe rcep tions  o f  the ir  boards  w ere  m o s t  likely in ag reem en t  w ith  the  d is tr ibu tion  o f  
decis ion  m ak ing  responsib ili ty  fo r  that function . Level 2 w as  ch a rac te r ized  as High A lignm en t 
ind ica ting  bo th  parties ag reed  that the  responsib il i ty  shou ld  be  shared , bu t it w as  not poss ib le  to 
d e te rm ine  if  the  sha r ing  w as  perfec tly  d is tr ibu ted . Level 3 w as  ch a rac te r ized  as M o d era te  as a 
result o f  ne i ther  par ty  des ir ing  abso lu te  responsib ili ty .  Level 4, den o ted  as L ow  A lignm en t,  
identified the low est level still exh ib it ing  so m e  deg ree  o f  a l ig n m en t  in that one par ty  sough t 
co m p le te  contro l.  F inally , level 5 ind ica ted  a total ab sen ce  o f  ag reem en t  on  the d is tr ibu tion  o f  
responsib ili ty  fo r  the  g iven  function  and  w as  cha rac te r ized  as  N o  A lignm en t.
T ab le  8
D egree o f  A greem ent A lignm ent
Category Level Board President
B/P
Response
Idea l  A l i g n m e n t 1
E s s e n t ia l U n e s s e n t i a l (1 .3 )
U n e s s e n t i a l E s s e n t ia l ( 3 .1 )
H ig h  A l i g n m e n t 2 S h a r e d S h a r e d ( 2 ,2 )
M o d e r a t e  A l i g n m e n t 3
U n e s s e n t i a l S h a r e d (3 ,2 )
S h a r e d U n e s s e n t i a l ( 2 ,3 )
L o w  A l i g n m e n t 4
E s s e n t ia l S h a r e d ( 1 .2 )
S h a r e d E s se n t ia l (2 ,1 )
N o  A l i g n m e n t 5 E s s e n t ia l E sse n t ia l ( 1 .1 )
T h e  freq u en cy  o f  the  va r io u s  levels  o f  a l ig n m en t  ag reem en t  w ere  c o m p u te d  and 
converted  to p e rcen tag es  f ro m  the n u m b e r  o f  t im es  p res iden ts  se lec ted  an a l ig n m en t  level fo r
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each  o f  the questions.  In addition , the tw o highest ca tegories  o f  a l ig n m en t  w ere  co m b in e d  for 
analysis  in a single  c lassif ica tion  and h ereaf ter  den o ted  as E xce llen t  a lignm ent;  in the sam e 
m anner ,  the tw o lowest ca tego ries  w ere  co m b in e d  into one  c lassif ica tion  and  h ereaf ter  den o ted  
as P oor  a lignm ent.
Content Validity
T h e  rev iew  o f  l i te ra ture  es tab lished  the initial con ten t  valid ity  (G ay ,  M ills  &  A irasian , 
2006). T h e  pilot s tudy  fu rther con tr ibu ted  to the level o f  con ten t  validity . T h e  con ten t  va lid ity  
w as  u lt im ate ly  d e te rm in ed  by  un ivers ity  p res id en ts  th em selves .  On each  func tion  o r  ques tion  on 
the census ,  partic ipan ts  w ere  p rov ided  with a box  to check  if  they  be lieve  a pa r t icu la r  function 
w as  inappropria te ,  in w h ich  case  they  w o u ld  sk ip  to  the  next function. A n y  func tion  rece iv ing  
m ore than 50%  o f  the p re s id e n ts ’ re sp o n ses  ind ica ting  in approp r ia te  c on ten t  w ere  d is regarded  
f ro m  the ca lcu la t ion  o f  the d o m a in  score  fo r  all partic ipan ts . A func tion  rece iv ing  5 0 %  or few er  
ind ica tion  o f  inapprop ria te  con ten t  w as u til ized  in the c o m p u ta t io n  of the d o m a in  score  for those 
w ho  rated the  func tion  and  om it ted  from  the ca lcu la t ion  o f  the  d o m a in  score  fo r  those  pres iden ts  
w h o  did not rate it. A dd it iona l  analysis  w as  co n d u c ted  as appropria te .
T he  d o m a in  score  w as  co m p u te d  based  upon  the  a l ig n m en t  score  of each  of the func tions  
co m p ris in g  the d om ain .  T h e  frequenc ies  o f  the  va r io u s  levels  o f  a l ignm en t w ere  tab u la ted  to r  
each dom ain  and se rved  to  indicate  the overa ll  deg ree  o f  a l ignm en t for that d o m a in .  A n  overall 
co m p o s i te  score  fo r  all fou r  d o m a in s  w as  not reported  g iven  tha t  each  d o m a in  w o u ld  be 
represen ted  by an unequal  n u m b e r  o f  functions.  In add it ion , w e ig h t in g  each  d o m a in  in 
p roport ion  to the  n u m b er  o f  fu n c t io n s  in o rde r  to p rov ide  an o vera l l  c o m p o s i te  score  w as  not 
instruc tive , as the  d o m a in s  them se lv es  rep resen ted  d ifferen t w e ig h ts  to  each  president.
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C onfidentiality
All census  data  co llec ted  w ere  subm it ted  confiden tia l ly .  U n ive rs i ty  p re s id en ts ’ responses  
w ere  co d ed  as per  the ir  un iversity  o f  e m p lo y m en t .  D ata  co llec ted  th rough  em ail ,  su rvey  website , 
o r  o rd ina ry  mail w as  p rin ted  out, filed by  identif ica tion  o f  source , and kept in a locked cabinet.  
This  record  w as  m ain ta ined  fo r  the pu rp o se  o f  iden tify ing  those  m e m b e rs  o f  the popu la tion  w ho 
w ou ld  receive  a fo llow  up rem inder  co m m u n ica t io n .  For  co n f irm ation  p u rposes ,  a fo l low -up  
phone call w as  m ade  to  par t ic ipan ts  r ight af ter  the  census  had been  e -m ailed  to them .
If all responses  had not been  rece ived  by  the  end  o f  the 10 th day, an em ail  w as  sent 
reques t ing  non -re sp o n d in g  pres iden ts  to co m p le te  the census .  A  th ird  and s im ila r  e -m ail  w as  
sent a w eek  later if  n on -respond ing  pres iden ts  had not co m p le ted  the census .  F inally , additional 
phone  calls w ere  m a d e  to those  non -re sp o n d in g  p res iden ts  in an effo r t  to  con tr ibu te  to census  
return rate.
Pilot
A pilot s tudy  o f  the census ,  h ereaf ter  n a m e d  U n ive rs i ty  P re s id e n ts ’ Percep tion  o f  L ocus 
o f  D ec is ion  C en su s ,  w as  co nduc ted .  T h e  census  w as  rev iew ed  by  fo u r  adm in is tra to rs ,  Dr. 
W a lk e r -A n d rew s ,  assoc ia te  p rovos t  at T h e  U n ive rs i ty  o f  M o n tan a  (U M ), Dr. M o e ,  D ean  o l  the 
C o llege  o f  T e c h n o lo g y  (C O T ) at M o n tan a  S ta te  U n iv e rs i ty -G rea t  Falls, Dr. B in g h am , D ean  o f  
C O T  at U M -H e len a ,  and Dr. G ilm ore ,  C h a n c e l lo r  a t  M o n ta n a  T ech  o f  the U M . B ased  on the 
p ilot s tudy, it w as  d e te rm ined  that 30  m in u tes  w o u ld  be en o u g h  to a llow  par t ic ipan ts  to  co m p le te  
the census .  Face  and con ten t  va l id i ty  w ere  ad d ressed  and ed its  m ade b ased  on the  feedback  from  
partic ipants . T he  ins truc tion  w as  rev ised  for c larity  to preven t  pa r t ic ipan ts  f ro m  
m isunders tand ing .
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V ariab les  and Level o f  D ata
T he  independen t variab le  w as  the tw o  types o f  conso lida ted  g o v ern ing  boards ,  that is, 
s ingle  conso lida ted  b o a rd s  o f  h igher  educa tion  for bo th  tw o -y ea r  and fou r-yea r  ins ti tu tions and 
doub le  conso lida ted  boards  o f  h ig h e r  educa tion  based  upon  tw o -y ea r  and  fou r-yea r  institu tions. 
T he  dependen t variab le  w as  un iversity  p re s id en ts ’ responses  ind ica ting  the ir  p referred  decis ion  
m a k in g  and the ir  pe rcep tion  o f  the ir  state h ig h e r  educa tion  boards.  D em o g rap h ic  da ta  w as  both 
nom inal and ratio level.
A na lyses
T h e  response  rate w as  ca lcu la ted  and the  resu lt ing  m arg in  o f  e r ro r  and  co n f idence  
interval w as  co m p u te d  and reported  as a percen tage . T h e  re sp o n se  for each  func tion , the  degree  
o f  a l ignm en t,  and the do m a in  sco res  w ere  ca lcu la ted  and reported  a c co rd in g  to  the score  rubric. 
O th e r  ana lyses  w ere  co n d u c ted  as appropria te  u s ing  the m a jo r  l ind ings  and  d em o g rap h ic  data.
L im ita t ions
T h is  research  w as  l im ited  by  po tentia l ava ilab ili ty  o f  un ivers i ty  p res iden ts  and  their  
w il l ingness  to  partic ipate . T here  w as  no ab ili ty  to con tro l w h ich  pe rson  ac tua lly  co m p le te s  the 
census; h o w ev e r ,  the cen su s  p rov ided  fo r  iden tify ing  the actual p a r t ic ipan t  and it w as  a ssu m ed  
that any des ig n ee  to  a p resident au tho r ized  to part ic ipa te  on his or  her  b e h a l f  h ad  the necessary  
co m p e ten cy  to  com p le te  the census .  O f  the 146 un ivers i ty  p res iden ts  e l ig ib le  to  partic ipate  in 
this s tudy, 121 p rov ided  a response  (83% ); h o w ev e r ,  c lose  to  h a l f  o f  the  p res iden ts ,  i.e., 59 
pres iden ts  (40% ) p ro v id ed  a response  for all ques tions .  A l im ita tion  to  this s tudy  w as  the 
ev idence  us ing  census ,  w here  the  popu la tion  w as  not en o u g h  to genera lize .
D e lim ita t io n s
T h is  research  w as  d e lim ited  to  sta tes  and co n se q u e n t  ins t i tu t ions  o f  h ig h e r  educa tion
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m eeting  the criteria  o f  the  research based  on literature and C a rneg ie  C lassif ica tion . T h is  research 
was de lim ited  to cu rren t  un ivers i ty  pres iden ts  o f  public  h igher  educa tion  ins ti tu tions un d e r  two 
types o f  state  conso lida ted  g o vern ing  boards  in the  U nited  States. D ata  to r  s tate h ig h e r  educa tion  
board  sources  w ere  ga the red  fro m  the perspec tive  o f  the  un iversity  p res iden ts  o r  the ir  d esignee . 
Further, on ly  those part ic ipan ts  w h o  co m p le ted  the census  w ere  used  for qua lif ied  ana lys is  data.
S u m m a ry
T he  m ethodo logy  util ized  a se lf -construc ted  census  in acco rdance  w ith  the  literature  and 
nine types o f  un iversit ies  and nine types  o f  assoc ia te  co lleges  identif ied  in the C arneg ie  
C lassif ica tion . T h e  con ten t  valid ity  w as  u lt im ate ly  d e te rm ined  by  un ivers i ty  p residents  
them selves .  V ariab les  w ere  b o a rd  type as the  independen t var iab le  and, as d ep en d en t  variab les , 
and  un iversity  p re s id e n ts ’ re sponses  ind ica ting  the ir  p referred  dec is ion  m ak in g  and their  
percep tions  o f  s tate h igher  educa tion  boards.
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C H A P T E R  F O U R  
R E S U L T S  
Introduction
T he  pu rp o se  o f  this s tudy  w as  to de te rm ine  if  the  deg ree  o f  a l ig n m en t  o f  percep tion  o f  
locus o f  decis ion  m ak ing  o f  university  pres iden ts  w as  d iffe ren tia ted  acco rd in g  to  the ir  s ta tes ' 
h igher  educa tion  board  structure . A un ivers ity  p res iden t  cou ld  use  the resu lts  o f  th is  s tudy  in an 
attem pt to w ork  w ith  the state h igher  educa tion  bo a rd  m ore  efficiently .
T h e  resu lts  o f  the s tudy  are  p resen ted  in this chap te r .  T h e  first section  o f  this chap te r  
prov ides  a rev iew  o f  m e th o d o lo g y  applied  to obta in , ana lyze , and in terpret the  d a ta  collec ted . 
N ext, an o verv iew  o f  the m ain  c o m p o n e n ts  o f  the s tu d y ’s descr ip t ive  f ind ings is p rov ided . 
F inally , the  results  ga the red  from  the ana lys is  are p resen ted . T h e se  resu lts  are in terpre ted  from  
tw o different perspec tives .  First, the  results  from  each o f  the state conso l id a ted  board  types are 
p resen ted  and then the resu lts  f ro m  the  type  o f  h igher  ed u ca t io n  institu tion  are show n. C h ap te r  
fou r  presen ts  results  o f  the  s tudy  and  the ana lys is  o f  the  da ta  u s in g  d isc r im in a te  function 
analysis .
O v e rv iew  o f  M e th o d o lo g y  
Data Collection
R aw  d a ta  is ava ilab le  in A p p en d ix  D for all data. U nivers i ty  p res iden ts  from  six teen 
s tates w ho  he ld  the ir  pos i t ions  u n d e r  and w ere  w o rk in g  for state co n so l id a ted  h igher  educa tion  
boards  w ere  g iven  the o p por tun ity  to c o m p le te  a cen su s  for this s tudy. O f  the 146 un ivers ity  
p res iden ts  e l ig ib le  to  part ic ipa te  in this study , 121 p rov ided  a response  (8 3 % );  h o w ev e r ,  c lose  to 
ha lf  o f  the p res iden ts ,  i.e., 59 pres iden ts  (40% ) p ro v id ed  a re sp o n se  for all ques tions .  N u m e ro u s  
pres iden ts  ind ica ted  a lack  o f  t im e  or a busy  sch ed u le  did not a llow  them  to co m p le te  the entire
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census. T herefo re ,  the da ta  analysis  w as  ga thered  from  those  w ho  co m p le ted  the entire  census.  
T he  univers ity  p residents  w ho  par t ic ipa ted  in the s tudy  and the co rrespond ing  rate  for each  type 
o f  conso lida ted  govern ing  board  w ere  as  fo llow s: 15 cen su ses  (25% ) w ere  from  single 
conso lida ted  govern ing  boards  w hile  4 4  cen su ses  (75% ) w ere  fro m  dou b le  conso lida ted  boards. 
M ost  censuses  (97% ) w ere  answ ered  by  the p resident;  how ever ,  th ree  percen t  o f  the h igher  
education  institu tion  p residents  de lega ted  the du ty  o f  co m p le t in g  the ir  c en su s  to a p rovos t  and an 
institutional director. See A ppend ix  G  fo r  fu r th e r  d em o g rap h ic  in form ation .
T he  census  response  rate w as  low  so fo l lo w -u p  p h o n e  ca lls  w ere  m ade  b y  the researcher. 
A s  a result o f  these  e ffo r ts ,  an add it iona l  10 responses  w ere  rece ived , p rov id ing  a re turn  rate o f  
app ro x im ate ly  24% . In o rd e r  to  a llow  pres iden ts  a be t te r  c h an ce  to  w ork  a ro u n d  the ir  schedu les ,  
the data  co llec tion  w as  e x ten d ed  from  one  m onth  to  tw o  m on ths .  A  seco n d  e-m ail  w as  sent 
during  the last tw o w eeks  o f  da ta  co llec tion . T h is  e-m ail  con ta ined  a le tter (See  A p p e n d ix  C) 
add ress in g  those  p res iden ts  w h o  w ere  unab le  to partic ipa te .  A f te r  the  second  fo llow  up  e-m ail ,  
eight m o re  cen su ses  w ere  co llec ted , and  the re tu rn  rate increased  by 17%, w ith  a total re turn  rate 
o f  4 0 % . T he  data  con ta ined  in these  59  cen su ses ,  w h ich  included  usab le  re sponses  from  follow - 
up phone  calls and em ails ,  w ere  used  as the  basis  fo r  the  analysis  u s ing  Excel. B ecause  the  tw o 
b o a rd s ’ par t ic ipan t n u m b ers  w ere  not equal;  no o th e r  sta tis tical ana lys is  w as  conducted .
D ata  A na lyses  
Demographic Characteristics 
T h e  m ajo r i ty  o f  those  w h o  responded  to the  s tu d y  w ere  w ith in  the ir  first five years  o f  
service as a h igher  educa tion  institu tion  president.  M ost  re sp o n d en ts  had a v ice  p resident o r  
dean  back g ro u n d  and reported  they  rep resen ted  m ost ly  e i th e r  ru ra l-se rv in g  m e d iu m  a sso c ia te s ’ 
co lleges  o r  m ed iu m  p ro g ram s  fro m  m a s te r s ’ co lleges.  T h e  d e m o g ra p h ic  in fo rm ation  su p p l ied  by
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the  59 census re sponden ts  w as  su m m arized  in this section  and includes the range o f  years  o f  
experience  and occupa tion  o f  each  responden t p r io r  to be ing  appo in ted  as a h igher  educa tion  
institution president. In form ation  on individual years  o f  experience  w as  gathered , w hich  
co m p u ted  the respond ing  p res id en ts ’ ave rage  length  o f  experience  to be  10 years  w ith  a standard  
devia tion  o f  n ine years and a range o f  0  to 20  years. W h en  ca tego rized  by  range , the fo l low ing  
frequencies  w ere  found  as  reported  T ab le  9.
T ab le  9
Range o f  Experience o f  H igher Education President
Range o f  E xperience F req u en cy  (n =  59) %
0-5 27 46%
6-10 15 25%
11-15 10 17%
15-20 5 8%
N o R esponse 2 3%
T h e  range o f  exp e r ien ce  fo r  re sp o n d en ts  w as  from  zero  to 20  years. T h e  m ean  for years 
o f  experience  fo r  cen su s  responden ts  w as  10 years.
H igher  educa tion  institu tion  p res iden ts  w ere  ask ed  to desc r ibe  the ir  c a ree r  o r  chosen  
occupa tion  p r io r  to be ing  appo in ted . C e n su s  re sp o n d en ts  ind ica ted  100%  o f  the ir  occu p a t io n s  
were academ ica lly  based . H igher  educa tion  insti tu tion  pres iden ts  w ere  ask ed  to descr ibe  the 
institu tion  they represen ted  using  one  o f  the  fo llow ing  descrip tors :  assoc ia te ,  bache lo r ,  m aster ,  
and  doctoral.  T h e se  d es igna tions  as u t i l ized  in this s tudy  w ere  a ss igned  at the  d isc re t ion  o f  the 
respondent.  M a n y  sta tes  had  insti tu tions that rep resen ted  a sso c ia te s ’ and m a s te r s ’ co lleges.  
F igure  5 exh ib its  the descr ip tion  o f  rep resen ted  insti tu tion  type as iden tif ied  by  h ig h e r  educa tion  
institution presidents . D ata  are  exh ib ited  as p e rcen tag es  o f  the total re sp o n d en ts  (n =  59) and
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frequency o f  responses is noted within the chart. The data shows the self-described demographic 
character o f  the institution represented by the census respondents.
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Figure 5. Description o f  institution type represented by university  respondents.
Higher education institution presidents were asked to describe the relative full-time equivalent 
(FTE) enrollment o f  the institution they represented.
Figure 6 exhibits the description o f  the enrollm ent o f  the represented institution. Data are 
exhibited as a percentage ol total respondents  (n = 59) with frequency  o f  response noted within 
the chart.
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Figure 6. Description o f  institution enrollment represented by university presidents.
Higher education institution presidents reported the FTE faculty  num ber o f  their 
institutions. Detailed information by category is found in Table 10.
Table 10
A pproxim ate  N u m b er o f  F aculty
Faculty N um ber Category Total Institutions
Not Available (N/A) 1
1-300 42
301-600 10
601-900 5
901-1200 1
Because some o f  the questions were not applicable to com m unity  colleges, functions 18, 19, and 
37 were not applicable to som e o f  the participants. The details o f  these three functions are listed 
below:
Function 18: Establishing research policies and securing patents.
Function 19: Reviewing program s offered in-state by out-of-state institutions.
Function 37: G ranting  and/or denying tenure.
D om ains and  B oard  Type
There were four domains: fiscal, program , policy, and personnel, totaling 41 questions.
The Fiscal Domain included eight questions, num ber one to eight; the P rogram  Domain
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co n ta in ed  19 ques t io n s ,  n u m b e rs  9  to 27; the  P o licy  D o m ain  inc luded  seven  ques t io n s ,  n u m b ers  
28 to 34; and  the Personne l D o m a in  co n ta in ed  seven  q u es t io n s ,  n u m b e rs  35 to  41.
T he  p res iden t  ra ted  each  func tion  tw ice . F o r  each  fun c t io n ,  the  first ra t ing  ind ica ted  the 
state h ig h e r  ed u ca t io n  b o a rd s '  locus o f  d ec is io n  m ak in g  re sp o n s ib i l i ty  acco rd in g  to  the 
p re s id e n ts ’ pe rcep tion , w h ile  the s e c o n d  ra t in g  in d ic a te d  the p re s id e n ts ’ p re fe r red  level o f  
dec is ion  m a k in g  responsib il i ty .  P a r t ic ip an ts  w ere  p ro v id ed  w ith  a box  to c h eck  ind ica ting  their  
c h o ic e  o f  E ssen tia l ,  S hared ,  and  U n e sse n t ia l  level o f  d ec is io n -m a k in g  responsib il i t ies .  T h ese  
re sp o n ses  w ere  co d ed ,  w ith o u t  quan t i ta t iv e  in fe rence , by  u s in g  1 to  d e n o te  essen tia l ,  2 to  d en o te  
S hared ,  and 3 to deno te  U nessen tia l .  B ased  u p o n  the  c o n g ru e n c e  o f  the th ree  po ss ib le  re sp o n ses ,  
five d eg rees  o f  a l ig n m e n t  w ere  d e f in ed  as  in T a b le  11 and  in c lu d e d  in A p p e n d ix  F.
In T a b le  11, level 1 w as  d en o ted  as Ideal A l ig n m e n t  in d ica t ing  the p re s id en ts  and  their  
b o a rd s  as  pe rce iv ed  by  p res id en ts  w ere  m o s t  l ike ly  in ag re e m e n t  w ith  the  d is t r ib u t io n  o f  d ec is ion  
m a k in g  respon s ib i l i ty  for tha t  func tion . Level 2 w as  c h a rac te r ized  as  H igh  A l ig n m e n t  ind ica ting  
both  par t ies  a g reed  that the  re sp o n s ib i l i ty  sh o u ld  be  shared , but it w as  not po ss ib le  to  d e te rm in e  
it the  sh a r in g  w as  p e r le c t ly  d is tr ibu ted . Level 3 w as  c h a rac te r ized  as  M o d e ra te ,  w ith  ne ither  
party  d es ir ing  abso lu te  re sponsib il i ty .  Level 4, d e n o te d  as L o w  A lig n m e n t ,  iden tif ied  the  low est  
level still ex h ib i t in g  so m e  d e g re e  o f  a l ig n m e n t  in tha t  one  p a r ty  so u g h t  c o m p le te  contro l.
F inally ,  level 5 ind ica ted  a total a b se n c e  ot a g re e m e n t  on the  d is t r ib u t io n  o f  r e sp o n s ib i l i ty  fo r  the 
g iven  func tion  and  w as  ch a ra c te r iz e d  as N o  A lig n m e n t .
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T ab le  11
Degree o f  Agreement Alignment
C ategory Level B oard P residen t B/P
Response
Id e a l  A l i g n m e n t 1
E s s e n t ia l U n e s s e n t i a l (1,3)
U n e s s e n t i a l E s se n t ia l (3 .1 )
H ig h  A l i g n m e n t 2 S h a r e d S h a r e d ( 2 ,2 )
M o d e r a t e  A l i g n m e n t 3
U n e s s e n t i a l S h a r e d ( 3 ,2 )
S h a r e d U n e s s e n t i a l (2 ,3 )
L o w  A l i g n m e n t 4
E s s e n t i a l S h a r e d (1 .2 )
S h a r e d E s s e n t ia l ( 2 .1 )
N o  A l i g n m e n t 5 E s s e n t ia l E s s e n t i a l (1,1)
T he f req u en c ies  ol the va r io u s  levels  o f  a l ig n m e n t  a g re e m e n t  w e re  c o m p u te d  and 
c o n v e r ted  to p e rcen tag es  f ro m  the n u m b e r  o f  t im es  p re s id en ts  se lec ted  an  a l ig n m e n t  level for 
each  ol the  q u es t ions .  In ad d it ion ,  the tw o  h ighes t  c a teg o r ie s  o f  a l ig n m e n t  w ere  c o m b in e d  for 
ana lys is  and h e rea f te r  a re  d en o ted  as E x ce l len t  A l ig n m e n t ;  in the sa m e  m a n n e r ,  the  tw o  low est 
ca teg o r ies  w ere  c o m b in e d  and  h e rea f te r  a re  d en o ted  as  P o o r  A lig n m en t .
Overall Results
T he first level ol a n a ly s is  d e te rm in e d  the overa ll  f in d in g s  w ith o u t  rega rd  to d o m a in  or
bo ard  type. T a b le  12 o ffe rs  these  resu lts ,  w h ich  are  lis ted  f ro m  the h ig h es t  level o f  a g re e m e n t  to 
the lowest.
T ab le  12
Frequency o f  A ll Presidents' Reported Level o f  Agreem ent A lignm ent Scores fo r  all Data
Level Total F re q u e n c y  Score
Ideal 4 6 2 24%
High 701 3 6 %
M o d era te 63 3%
L ow 545 2 8 %
No 164 8%
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In T ab le  12, the m idd le  c o lu m n  rep re sen ts  the  f re q u e n c y  sco re  each  a l ig n m en t  level 
received. M o d era te  and  N o  A l ig n m e n ts  he ld  the  tw o  low est p e rc e n ta g es  across  all a l ig n m en t  
levels and b o a rd  types ;  w hen  M odera te  and  N o  A lig n m e n t  leve ls  w ere  c o m b in e d ,  to g e th e r  they  
still ranked  far  b e lo w  any  o th e r  level o f  a l ignm en t.  T h is  ind ica tes  p r e s id e n ts ’ p e rcep t io n s  tow ard  
th e ir  b o a rd s  w ere  c lu s te re d  into three g ro u p s ,  w h ic h  is, Ideal, H igh , and  L o w  A lig n m en ts .  If  
Ideal and  H igh  A l ig n m e n ts  w ere  c o m b in e d ,  the  resu lts  w o u ld  sugges t  p re s id e n ts ’ o p in io n s  w ere  
in tw o  ex trem es .
All da ta  w e re  so r ted  by  the  levels  o f  a l ignm en t.  F ig u re  7 p ro v id e s  a  cha r t  o f  all levels  
o f  ag re e m e n t  a l ig n m en t  results ,  w h ich  w ere  ran k ed  f ro m  the  h ighes t  p e rcen tag e  to the low est  by 
a l ig n m en t  levels.
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F ig u re  7. F re q u e n c y  o f  all P re s id e n ts ’ repo r ted  level o f  a g re e m e n t  a l ig n m en t  scores .
In the  c h a r t  above , H igh  A lig n m e n t  had the g rea tes t  f re q u e n c y  o f  a g re e m e n t  o f  the five 
levels  w hile  M o d era te  had  the  low est.  P re s id e n ts  saw  th e m se lv e s  o r  th e i r  b o a rd s  as  hav in g  
s t ro n g  ag re e m e n t  o r  d is a g re e m e n t  in those  j o in t  fu n c t io n s ,  as  s h o w n  by  th e i r  few m o d e ra te  
responses .
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W hen calculating Excellent (Ideal + High) and Poor (Low + No) A lignm ent levels, the 
difference in the level o f  agreem ent can be viewed from the perspective o f  favorable and 
unfavorable alignments. Figure 8 offers these results by com bined alignment levels.
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F igure 8. F requency o f  Excellent (Ideal + High) and Poor (Low + No) Alignm ents o f  Presidents’ 
reported level o f  agreem ent alignment scores.
The percentage o f  Excellent A lignment was alm ost double that o f  Poor Alignment.
This suggests that presidents perceived them selves as substantially  more aligned with a s tronger 
or favorable distribution o f  responsibility with their boards than with w eaker or unfavorable 
distribution o f  responsibility.
R esu lts by  B oard  Type 
All data were disaggregated  by board type for overall a lignment levels. Each alignment 
level percentage was generated by taking the num ber o f  ratings each alignment level received 
and dividing it by the total frequency o f  all a lignment level ratings. Table 13 provides these 
results for each o f  the five alignm ent levels.
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T ab le  13
Frequency o f  Level o f  Agreement Alignm ent Scores by Board Type
Level S ing le  C o n so l id a ted  B oards D oub le  C o n so l id a ted  B oards
Ideal 12% 2 2 %
High 35% 2 6 %
M o d 4 % 2 %
L ow 2 2 % 23%
N o 6% 7%
D oub le  c o n so l id a ted  b o a rd s  had  nearly  tw ice  the Ideal A lig n m e n t  level o f  ag reem en t  
c o m p a re d  to s ing le  c o n so l id a ted  b o a rd s ,  ind ica t ing  p res id en ts  u n d e r  d o u b le  c o n so l id a te d  boards  
had a m u ch  be tte r  re sp o n s ib i l i ty  d is tr ibu tion  at the  Ideal A lig n m e n t  w ith  the ir  b o a rd s  than  did 
p res iden ts  u n d e r  s ing le  c o n so l id a te d  boards .  In ad d it ion ,  bo th  b o a rd s  e x p e r ie n c ed  a lm o s t  the 
sam e  N o  A lig n m en t  f req u en cy ,  le a d in g  to  the o b se rv a t io n  that d o u b le  c o n so l id a ted  b o a rd s  had 
nearly  tw ice  the con f l ic t- f ree  respon s ib i l i ty  d is t r ib u t io n  as s ing le  c o n so l id a ted  b o a rd s  w hile  
m a in ta in in g  an equa l  level o f  N o  A lig n m e n t .
N ex t,  all d a ta  w ere  d is ag g reg a ted  b y  b o a rd  type  fo r  E xce llen t  and  P o o r  A lig n m en t  
levels. F igu re  9 p ro v id es  these  resu lts  by  bo a rd  type.
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Figure  9. Frequency o f  Excellent vs. Poor Alignm ent for presidents ' levels o f  agreem ent by 
board type.
Presidents o f  both single and double consolidated boards  experienced around 18% more 
Excellent A lignment than Poor A lignm ent in their  work with their respective boards. Equally 
remarkable was the finding that presidents o f  both boards had virtually identical levels ol 
Excellent and Poor Alignment. W hen com paring Table 13 and Figure 9. Ideal (12% lor single 
consolidated boards and 22% for double consolidated  boards) and High (35%  for single 
consolidated boards and 26%  for double consolidated boards) A lignment were com bined  as 
Excellent A lignment; the difference between both boards in Ideal A lignm ent tor Table 13 
disappeared.
R esults by D om ain
Next, the analysis was taken a step further, that is, all data  were d isaggregated by 
domain. Results for each alignment level were generated by adding both boards" num ber ot 
ratings for each level and dividing the sum  by the total num ber from  all alignm ent levels. 1 able
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14 p rov ides  these  resu lts ,  w h ich  a re  listed from  the h ighes t  level o f  ag re e m e n t  to  the  low est  by 
d om ain .
T ab le  14
Frequency o f  all Presidents' Reported Level o f  Agreement Alignment Scores by Domain
Level Fiscal D om ain P ro g ram  D om ain P o licy  D om ain P ersonne l  D om ain
Ideal 20% 28% 10% 3 5 %
High 36% 35% 4 2 % 3 2 %
M od 1% 4 % 1% 4 %
L ow 3 5 % 25% 3 1 % 2 5 %
N o 8% 8% 15% 5 %
All d o m a in s  had a subs tan tia l  varia tion  o f  f re q u e n c ie s  fo r  each  a l ig n m en t  level.
Personne l  D o m a in  had fa v o ra b le  ra tings  in e a c h  level d en o ted  w ith  b lue  and  least favo rab le  
den o ted  with red. P ersonne l  D o m ain  had  the m o st  f re q u e n t  b lu e  ra tings w h ile  the P o licy  D om ain  
had the m o s t  f req u en t  red ra tings. P ro g ra m  D o m a in  had n e i th e r  b lue  no r  red  ra tings  th ro u g h o u t  
the a l ig n m en t  levels, su g g es t in g  the P ro g ram  D o m a in  m igh t  a p p e a r  to  be  the m o s t  c o m p ro m is in g  
d om ain .
Po licy  D om ain  had  tw o  o f  the m ost d is s im i la r  ra tings ( tw o  red ra tings)  c o m p a re d  to  o ther  
d o m a in s ,  fo r  10% in Ideal A lig n m en t  and  15% in N o  A lig n m e n t .  T w o  o b se rv a t io n s  are  ev iden t .  
First, Po licy  D o m a in  p re sen ts  the  w ors t  case  a m o n g  all d o m a in s .  T h e  F iscal D o m a in  h a d  the 
h ig h es t  score  fo r  L o w  A lig n m en t  across  d o m a in s ,  in d ica ting  h igh  n eg a t iv e  p e r fo rm a n c e ,  s im ila r  
to  the Po licy  D o m a in ’s scenario .  S e c o n d ,  P o licy  D o m a in  d id  not sh o w  its low est  sc o re  in N o  
A lig n m en t  w hen  c o m p a r in g  the Ideal and N o  A l ig n m e n t  p e rfo rm an ce .
All d a ta  w ere  a lso  d isa g g re g a te d  by  d o m a in  fo r  E x ce l len t  and  P o o r  A l ig n m e n t  levels. 
F igu re  10 p ro v id es  bo th  E xce llen t  and  P o o r  A l ig n m e n t  resu lts ,  w h ich  are  r a n k e d  f ro m  the 
h ighes t  f req u en cy  o f  E xce llen t  A lig n m en t  to  the  low est  by d o m a in .
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Figure 10. F requency o f  Excellent vs. Poor o f  Presidents’ reported level o f  agreem ent alignment 
scores by domain.
Personnel and Program  D om ains  tended to have a greater spread betw een highly 
aligned and poorly aligned than did the Fiscal and Policy Domains. This suggests presidents had 
a favorable responsibility distribution with their boards in the Personnel and Program D om ains  
com pared to the Fiscal and Policy Domains. W hen com bining the difference between Excellent 
and Poor A lignm ents from  the Personnel and Program Dom ains and calculating  the average, the 
average o f  the difference between the two a lignm ents  from  the Personnel and Program  Dom ains 
was three times m ore than the average for the Fiscal and Policy D om ains. As the gap between 
Excellent and Poor Alignm ents decreased in both Fiscal and Policy D om ains, both dom ains had 
a greater m isalignment.
R esu lts by Both D om ain and  B oard  Type 
All data were d isaggregated for each board  type by dom ain and the frequencies 
calculated. These  results are presented in Table 15.
89
Table 15
Single and  D ouble C onsolidated  B o a rd s ' F requency o f  Level o f  A greem ent A lignm ent Scores by 
Domain
Dom ain/ 
Board Type
Fiscal 
Single Double
Program 
Single Double
Policy 
Single Double
Personnel 
Single Double
Ideal 12% 20% 13% 25% 6% 8 % 13% 2 9 %
High 34% 32% 3 6 % 25% 3 7 % 29% 3 0 % 21%
Mod 1% 1% 6% 3% 2% 1% 4% 2%
Low 28% 34% 19% 20% 24% 22% 24% 17%
No 8% 7% 5% 7% 7 % 13% 8% 2 %
Blue ratings indicate favorable scores. Double consolidated boards exceeded single 
consolidated boards in Ideal A lignment in all dom ains; however, in High A lignm ent, single 
consolidated boards exceeded double consolidated boards in all domains. At the No Alignment 
level, there was no difference am ong dom ains and board types with the exception that double 
consolidated board had nearly double the No Alignm ent in Policy and one-third o f  the No 
Alignment in Personnel com pared to single consolidated boards. W hen counting the frequency 
by dom ain o f  one board exceeding the other, double consolidated boards had a better 
performance than single consolidated boards in Ideal, Low, and No Alignments.
The highest num bers between the two board types under each dom ain  in the four 
alignments o f  Ideal, High, Low, and No were chosen  and the differences betw een the two boards 
were calculated. Those differences were d isaggregated  by dom ain and the frequencies 
calculated. These results are presented in Table 16. For instance, in Table 16, the 8% under the 
Fiscal Domain for double consolidated boards in Ideal A lignm ent indicates that double 
consolidated boards are 8%  higher than single consolidated  boards  under the Fiscal D om ain  in 
Ideal A lignment. T he green color is designated as positive perform ance, while the pink color is 
designated as negative performance.
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T able  16
The Difference Between Single and Double Consolidated Boards' Frequency o f  Level o f  
Agreement Alignment Scores by Domain
Fiscal P ro g ram  Po licy  P erso n n e l  Total
D o m a in /B o a r d  T y p e  g  „  S  D  S I) S  D  S I)
Ideal 8%/ 12% 2 % 16% 3 8 %
High 2 % 1 1 % 8 % 9 % 3 0 %
Low 6 % 1 % 2 % 6 % 7 % 8 %
No 1% 2 % 5 % 6 % 7 % 7 %
Total 8 % 9 % 1 4 % 12% 13% 4 % 9 % 2 6 % 4 4 % 5 1 %
Net A lignm en t 5 % 3 % 8 % 2 8 % 13% 3 1 %
C o m p o s i te  o f  All Al:ignm ent L eve ls  and  D o m a in s 18%
W h e n  e x a m in in g  the cell sh o w in g  a net a l ig n m e n t  o f  T ab le  16, the  2 8 %  u n d e r  the 
Personne l  D o m ain  fo r  d o u b le  co n so l id a ted  boards  rep resen ts  the  g rea tes t  d if fe ren ce  b e tw e e n  the 
tw o  bo ard  types. W h e n  look in g  at d o u b le  c o n so l id a ted  b o a rd s  fo r  the cell ind ica t ing  net 
a l ignm en t,  the  P ro g ram  D o m ain  had  3% , the low est  d if fe ren ce  in a l ig n m en t .
W h e n  e x a m in in g  the  N e t A lig n m e n t  cell u n d e r  the T ota l c o lu m n ,  s ing le  c o n so l id a te d  
boards  e x c e e d e d  d o u b le  c o n so l id a te d  b o a rd s  by  13%, w h ile  d o u b le  co n so l id a te d  boards  
e x c e e d ed  s ing le  c o n so l id a ted  boards  by  31 %. W h e n  c o n s id e r in g  the overa l l  c o m p a r iso n  o f  
a l ig n m en t  b e tw een  bo a rd  types , T a b le  16 p ro v id es  an  in d ica t io n  that d o u b le  co n so l id a te d  boards  
had 18% m ore  favo rab le  a l ig n m en t  than s ing le  co n so l id a te d  boards.
All da ta  w ere  d isa g g re g a te d  by  bo a rd  and  d o m a in  fo r  Idea l  A lig n m en t  levels . F ig u re  11 
p ro v id es  these  resu lts  by d o m a in .
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□  D ouble C onso lida ted  B oards 29% 25% 20% 8%
□  S ingle C onso lida ted  B oards 13% 13% 12% 6%
F ig u r e l l .  President and board agreem ent based upon Ideal A lignm ent for double and single 
consolidated boards and ranked by domain.
The differences between the two boards for each dom ain  were also put in order by 
ranking. Personnel and Program Dom ains tended to have a greater spread in Ideal A lignm ent 
between both boards than did the Fiscal and Policy Domains. This indicates presidents under 
double consolidated boards had a m ore favorable responsibility distribution with their boards in 
the Personnel and Program dom ains com pared to the Fiscal and Policy Domains.
A ccording to Figure 11, the Personnel and Program  dom ains had greater spread than the 
Fiscal and Policy dom ains between both boards. W hen exam ining  the specific census questions 
within each dom ain that led to a b igger gap betw een the two boards, it becam e evident that the 
Personnel Domain had three m ajor functions that distinguished double consolidated boards from 
single consolidated boards. These functions are noted in Table 17.
92
Personnel Domain
All da ta  w ere  d isag g reg a ted  for e ach  bo a rd  type  by  the  P ersonne l  D o m ain  and  the 
frequenc ies  ca lcu la ted . T h e se  results  are p re sen ted  in T a b le  17. T h e  rank  w as  genera ted  th rough  
the net a lignm ent.
T ab le  17
Double Consolidated Boards' Top Three Functions in Personnel Domain by Ideal Alignment
Function
N u m b e r
D ouble
C o n so l id a ted
B oards
S ing le
C o n so l id a ted
B oards
N et A lig n m e n t  
(D o u b le -S in g le )
Rank
37 2 7% 0 % 2 7% 1
41 25% 0 % 2 5% 2
40 4 8 % 27% 2 1% 3
T h e  de ta ils  o f  each  function  n u m b e r  are listed below :
37. G ra n t in g  a n d /o r  d e n y in g  tenure
41 . M ak in g  facu l ty  h ir ing , p ro m o t io n ,  and  re t i re m e n t  po lic ies  
40 . G ran t in g  o r  d e n y in g  req u es ts  for leaves  o f  a b se n c e  o r  sabb a t ica ls
H o w ev e r ,  w hen  e x a m in in g  the  sa m e  d o m a in  fu n c t io n  p e r fo rm a n c e  in E x ce l len t  (Ideal +
H igh) A lig n m en t ,  the result c h an g ed  sligh tly . T a b le  18 p ro v id e s  the results . T h e  rank  w as
gen e ra ted  th rough  the  net a l ignm en t.
T a b le  18
Double Consolidated Boards' Top Function in Personnel Domain by Excellent Alignment
F unc tion
N u m b e r
D ouble
C o n so l id a ted
B oards
S ing le
C o n so l id a ted
B oards
N et A lig n m e n t  
(D o u b le -S in g le )
Rank
40 32% 2 3 % 9% 1
F u n c t io n  4 0  a p p e a re d  aga in  in T ab le  18, su g g es t in g  that H igh  A l ig n m e n t ,  the o th e r  c o m p o n e n t  o f  
E xce llen t  A lig n m e n t ,  did not a ffec t do u b le  c o n so l id a ted  b o a rd s ’ p e r fo rm a n c e  for this fun c t io n .
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Program Domain
T he P ro g ram  D o m ain  had  three fu n c t io n s  co n tr ib u t in g  the  gap  b e tw een  tw o  bo a rd  types. 
All da ta  w ere  d isag g reg a ted  fo r  each  board  type  by  the P ro g ram  do m ain  and  the frequenc ies  
ca lcu la ted . D oub le  co n so l id a ted  b o a rd s ’ th ree  lead ing  fu n c t io n s  and  the ir  resu lts  are  p resen ted  in 
T ab le  19. T h e  rank  w as  gen e ra ted  th rough  the net a lignm ent.
T ab le  19
Double Consolidated Boards' Top Six Functions in Program Domain by Ideal Alignment
Function
N u m b e r
D ouble
C o n so l id a ted
B oards
S ing le
C o n so l id a ted
B oards
N et A lig n m en t  
(D o u b le -S in g le )
Rank
11 4 5 % 13% 32% 1
16 32% 0 % 32% 1
22 32% 0 % 32% 1
12 5 2 % 2 7 % 2 6 % 2
26 34% 13% 2 1 % 3
20 20% 0% 20% 4
T he de ta ils  o f  each  func tion  n u m b e r  are  listed below :
11. C o n d u c t in g  annua l o r  reg u la r  p ro g ra m  rev iew s  
16. D e v e lo p in g  m iss ion  s ta tem en t  o f  y o u r  insti tu tion  
22. C o n fe rr in g  d eg rees
12. R e v ie w in g  c u rr icu la
26. D e v e lo p in g  rec ip rocal  o r  e x c h a n g e  p ro g ra m s
20. E s tab l ish in g  s tuden t a c h ie v e m e n t  g u id e l in e s  o r  s tan d a rd s
A ga in ,  w hen loo k in g  at the  P ro g ram  D o m a in  fu n c t io n s  in E xce llen t  A lig n m e n t ,  o n ly  one 
func tion  w as  repea ted ,  that is, F unc tion  11. T a b le  2 0  p re sen ts  the resu lts .  T h e  rank  w as  
gen e ra ted  th rough  the net a l ignm en t.
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Table 20
D ouble C onsolidated  B o a rd s ' Top Two F unctions in Program  D om ain by  E xcellent A lignm ent
Function
N um ber
Double
Consolidated
Boards
Single
Consolidated
Boards
Net Alignment 
(Double-Single)
Rank
12 39% 20% 19% 1
11 36% 27% 10% 2
Table 20 targeted the highest net alignment gap between the two boards. Functions 11 and 12 
also appeared in the previous table, indicting that High A lignm ent, one o f  the com ponents  o f  
Excellent alignment, did not affect double consolidated boards ' perform ance drastically.
All data were disaggregated by board and dom ain for the No Alignm ent level. Figure 
12 provides these results by domain.
P ersonnel P rogram Fiscal
■ D o u b le  C o n so lid a ted  B o a rd s
■ S ing le  C o n so lid a ted  B o ard s
Figure 12. President and board agreem ent based upon No A lignm ent for double and single 
consolidated boards and ranked by domain.
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In N o  A lig n m en t ,  the frequency  w as  a lm o s t  a tie in the P ro g ram  and F iscal D o m ain s  
be tw een  the tw o  boards .  In the Personne l D o m a in ,  the  freq u en cy  o f  dou b le  c o n so l id a ted  boards  
w as  a qu a r te r  that o f  s ing le  co n so l id a ted  boards .  In the  P o licy  D o m ain ,  d o u b le  conso l id a ted  
b o a rd s  w ere  near ly  dou b le  the  freq u en cy  o f  s ing le  c o n so l id a te d  boards.
B ased  on F igu re  12, the  Po licy  and  P ersonne l  D o m a in s  had  g rea te r  sp read  than  the 
P ro g ram  and Fiscal D o m a in s  be tw een  tw o  boards .  In the P o licy  D o m ain ,  d o u b le  conso l id a ted  
b o a rd s  d o m in a ted  s ing le  co n so l id a ted  boards ,  w h i le  in the  P ersonne l  D o m a in ,  s ing le  
co n so l id a ted  b o a rd s  e x c e e d ed  dou b le  c o n so l id a ted  boards .
Policy Domain
For d o u b le  co n so l id a ted  bo ard s ,  th ree  fu n c t io n s  in the  P o licy  D o m ain  ca u se d  the g rea te r  
sp read  be tw een  tw o boards .  All da ta  w e re  d isa g g re g a te d  fo r  e a c h  bo ard  ty p e  by the  Policy  
D om ain  and the f req u en c ies  ca lcu la ted .  T h e se  resu lts  are  p resen ted  in T a b le  21 . T h e  rank  is 
g en e ra ted  th ro u g h  the net a lignm ent.
T a b le  21
Double Consolidated Boards' M ost Dissim ilar Three Functions in Policy Domain by No 
Alignment
Function
N u m b e r
D ouble
C o n so l id a ted
B o a rd s
S ing le
C o n so l id a ted
B oards
N et A lig n m en t  
(D o u b le -S in g le )
R ank
28 11% 0 % 11% 1
30 11% 0 % 11% 1
31 11% 0 % 11% 1
T h e  de ta ils  o f  each  fu n c t io n  n u m b e r  are  lis ted  below :
28. Iden tify ing  and  ran k in g  o f  s ta tew id e  h ig h e r  e d u c a t io n  p r iorit ies
30. D e te rm in in g  re s id en t  s tu d en t  po lic ies
31. F o rm in g  n o n - re s id e n t  s tu d en t  po lic ies
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When examining the Policy Domain in Poor (Low + No) Alignment to see if any change had 
occurred, the top function in the Policy Domain for double consolidated boards appeared. The 
result is provided in Table 22. The rank was generated through the net alignment.
Table 22
D ouble C onsolidated B o a rd s’ M ost D issim ilar Function in P olicy D om ain by P oor A lignm ent
Function
N um ber
Double
Consolidated
Boards
Single
Consolidated
Boards
Net A lignment 
(Double-Single)
Rank
32 22% 13% 8% 1
Function 32 is the m aking o f  long range building policies, indicating this particular function is 
the worst function for double consolidated boards.
P ersonnel D om ain
For double consolidated boards, two functions in the Personnel Dom ain made the greater 
spread between two boards. All data were d isaggregated for each board type by the Policy 
Domain and the frequencies calculated. These results are presented in Table 23. The rank was 
generated through the net alignment.
Table 23
Double C onsolidated  B o a rd s ' Top Two F unctions in P ersonnel D om ain b y  N o  A lignm ent
Function
N um ber
Double
Consolidated
Boards
Single
Consolidated
Boards
Net A lignment 
(D ouble-Single)
Rank
38 5% 27% -22% 1
37 2% 20% -18% 2
The details o f  each function num ber are listed below:
38. Selecting, designing, and establishing em ployee benefit plans and related program s 
37. Granting and/or denying tenure
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W h e n  e x a m in in g  the Personne l D o m ain  in P o o r  A lig n m en t ,  the  tw o  top  func tions  in the 
P ersonne l  D o m a in  ju s t  chan g ed  the ir  ranks  s l igh tly  and  F unc tion  41 jo in e d  the list. T h e se  results  
w ere  p resen ted  in T a b le  24. T h e  rank  w as  genera ted  th ro u g h  the  net a l ignm en t.
T ab le  24
Double Consolidated B oards’ Top Three Functions in Personnel Domain by Poor Alignment
Function
N u m b e r
D ouble
C o n so l id a ted
B oards
S ing le
C o n so l id a ted
Boards
N et A lig n m en t  
(D o u b le -S in g le )
R ank
37 8% 2 3 % -1 5 % 1
41 10% 23% -13% 2
38 11% 23% -12% 3
In T a b le  24, F unc tion  37 and  F unc tion  38 a p p e a r  again . T h e  o th e r  c o m p o n e n t  o f  Poor 
A lig n m en t ,  L ow  A lig n m e n t ,  d id  not exe r t  a m a jo r  in f luence  on  tw o  fu n c t io n s  fo r  d ou b le  
co n so l id a ted  boards .  F u n c t io n  41 w as  the  fo rm a t io n  o f  n on -res iden t  s tu d e n t  po lic ies .
All d a ta  w ere  d isa g g re g a te d  by bo ard  and  d o m a in  fo r  E xce llen t  A lig n m e n t  levels. 
F igu re  13 p ro v id es  these  results  by  d om ain .
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P ersonnel P ro g ra m Fiscal Po licy
■ D o u b le  C o n so lid a te d  B o ard s 25% 25% 26% 19%
■ S in g le  C o n so lid a te d  B o ard s 22% 25% 23% 21%
F igure 13. President and board agreem ent based upon Excellent A lignment for double and single 
consolidated boards and ranked by  domain.
W hen looking at Excellent results across the two types o f  boards, one observation is 
evident. Single consolidated boards at the Excellent level show ed very nearly the sam e level of 
alignment across domains.
Excellent A lignment is the com bination o f  Ideal and High Alignm ents; Ideal alignment 
has been discussed above. The difference created by High Alignm ent is show n in Figure 14. 
Figure 14 illustrates President and board agreem ent based upon High A lignm ent for double and 
single consolidated boards and ranked by domain.
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P e r s o n n e l P r o g r a m Fisca l
■ D o u b l e  C o n s o l i d a t e d  B o a r d s 2 1 % 25% 32% 29%
■ S i n g l e  C o n s o l i d a t e d  B o a rd s 30% 36% 34% 37%
F igure 14. President and board agreem ent based upon High A lignm ent for double and single 
consolidated boards and ranked by domain.
In High A lignm ent, single consolidated boards exceeded double consolidated boards in 
every domain. Single consolidated boards exceeded double consolidated boards by  the greatest 
difference in the Program Domain. Five functions caused the m ost difference between the two 
boards.
P rogram  D om ain
All data were disaggregated for each board type by the Program D om ain  and the 
frequencies calculated. These results are presented in Table 25. The rank was generated through 
the net alignment.
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T ab le  25
Double Consolidated B oards' M ost Dissim ilar Five Functions in Program Domain by High 
Alignment
Function
N u m b e r
D ouble
C o n so lida ted
Boards
S ing le
C o n so l id a ted
Boards
Net A lig n m en t  
(D o u b le -S in g le )
R ank
15 34% 6 7% -3 3 % 1
20 25% 5 3% -28% 2
16 25% 4 7 % -22% 3
19 5% 27% -22% 3
26 14% 33% -20% 4
T he de ta ils  o f  each  func tion  n u m b e r  are  listed below :
15. E s tab lish ing  c red it  t ran s fe r  po lic ies  o r  p ro ced u re s
20. A p p ro v in g  a n d /o r  re jec t ing  o f f -c a m p u s  p ro g ra m s  o ffe red  by  y o u r  institu tion
16. D e v e lo p in g  m iss ion  s ta tem en t  o f  y o u r  insti tu tion
19. R e v iew in g  p ro g ra m s  o ffe red  in -s ta te  b y  ou t-o f-s ta te  insti tu tion  
26. D e v e lo p in g  rec ip rocal o r  e x c h a n g e  p ro g ram s
W h e n  e x a m in in g  the P ro g ram  D o m a in  in E xce llen t  A lig n m e n t ,  F u n c t io n s  15 and  19 w ere  o n ce
again  on the list. T h e  o n ly  n ew  ad d ed  func tion , that is, F unc tion  12, w as  the  rev iew  o f  curr icu la .
T ab le  26 p ro v id es  the  result.  T h e  rank  w as  g en e ra te d  th rough  the  net a l ignm en t.
T ab le  26
Double Consolidated Boards' M ost Dissim ilar Six Functions in Program Domain by Excellent 
Alignment
Function
N u m b e r
D oub le
C o n so l id a ted
B oards
S ing le
C o n so l id a ted
B oards
N et A lig n m en t  
(D o u b le -S in g le )
R ank
12 39% 2 0 % 19% 1
19 14% 2 7 % -1 3 % 2
15 25% 3 7 % -1 2 % 3
All da ta  w ere  d isa g g re g a te d  by  b o a rd  and d o m a in  fo r  P o o r  A lig n m e n t  levels . F igure  15 
p rov ides  these  resu lts  by  dom ain .
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■ D ouble C onsolidated Boards 9% 13% 20% oc $
■ Single C onsolidated Boards 16% 12% 18% 15%
Figure 15. President and board agreem ent based upon Poor Alignment for double and single 
consolidated boards and ranked by domain.
From the perspective o f  within dom ain and between board types. Figure 15 does not 
provide much difference within dom ain. However, when com paring  dom ains between board 
types, double consolidated boards had slightly better perform ance in the Policy and Fiscal 
Domains. Personnel and Policy D om ains experienced a greater am ount o f  difference, while the 
Program and Fiscal D om ains tended to be similar and lower.
Poor Alignment is the com bination o f  Low and No A lignm ents. As No alignment is 
already discussed above, the difference created by Low Alignm ent is d iscussed  here. Figure 16 
demonstrates President and board agreem ent based upon Low A lignm ent for double and single 
consolidated boards and ranked by domain.
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T h e  de ta ils  o f  each  function  n u m b e r  are  listed below :
41. M ak in g  facu lty  h ir ing , p rom o tio n ,  and  re t irem en t po lic ies
37. G ran t in g  a n d /o r  d en y in g  tenure
40. G ran t in g  o r  d en y in g  re q u e s ts  fo r  leaves o f  ab sen ce  o r  sabba tica ls  
W h e n  look ing  at the  P ersonne l  D om ain  in P oor  A lig n m en t  fo r  s ing le  conso l id a ted  boards ,  
Func t io n s  37 and  41 rem a in ed  on the  list, and  one  m ore  func tion  w as  added , that is, Func tion  40: 
the se lec t ion , d e s ign ing ,  and  e s tab l ish m en t  o f  e m p lo y e e  benefi t  p lans  and rela ted  p rog ram s.  T he  
result w as  identical to T a b le  24, so the d iscu ss io n  w as  om itted .
Policy Domain
All d a ta  w ere  d isag g reg a ted  fo r  each  bo ard  type  by the Po licy  D o m ain  and the 
f req u en c ies  c a lcu la ted . H ig h e r  score  ac tua lly  rep resen ted  the w o rse  the p e r fo rm a n c e .  T h ese  
results  are  p resen ted  in T ab le  28. T h e  rank  w as  g en e ra te d  th rough  the net a l ignm en t.
T ab le  28
Double Consolidated Boards' Two M ost Dramatic Functions in Policy Domain by Low  
Alignment
Function
N u m b e r
D oub le
C o n so l id a ted
B oards
S ing le
C o n so l id a ted
B oards
N et A lig n m en t  
(D o u b le -S in g le )
R ank
32 34% 20% 14% 1
30 23% 33% -1 1 % 2
T h e  de ta ils  o f  each  func tion  n u m b e r  are l is ted  below :
32. M ak in g  long  range  b u i ld in g  po lic ies  
30. D e te rm in in g  res iden t s tuden t  po lic ies
In T a b le  28, F unc tion  32 rep resen ts  the w ors t  fu n c t io n  fo r  d o u b le  c o n so l id a te d  b o a rd s  in 
the  Po licy  D o m a in  by  L ow  A lig n m e n t ,  w h ile  F u n c t io n  30  rep resen ts  a  b e t te r  fu n c t io n  b y  its 
lo w e r  score  in L ow  A lig n m en t .  W h e n  e x a m in in g  the P o l icy  D o m ain  in P o o r  A lig n m e n t  for
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dou b le  conso l id a ted  boards ,  F unc tion  32 ap peared  again . T h e  resu lt  w as  iden tica l to  T a b le  22 , so 
the d iscuss ion  w as  exc luded .
Results by Domain, Board Type and Function 
All da ta  w ere  d isag g reg a ted  for each  bo ard  type  by  a l ig n m e n t  s trengths .  T h e se  results  
are p resen ted  from  T a b le  29.
T ab le  29
Dominant Function in Single & Double Consolidated Boards by Greatest Ideal/High and Least 
Low/No Alignment and by Function
D o m ain /B o a rd Fiscal P ro g ram Policy Personne l
Type Single Double Single Double Single Double Single Double
10. 11-
Ideal 7 1-6 ,8 9, 13, 
18-19,
12, 14- 
17, 20- 
27
32-33
28-31,
34 N o n e 35-41
High
1,3-4,
6 , 8
2, 5, 7
10-11,
13-20,
22-27
9, 12, 
21 28-34 N o n e
35-37,
39-41 38
9-10,
L ow 3-8 1-2
12-13, 
15, 17- 
20, 25- 
26
11, 14, 
16, 22- 
24, 27
32-33
28-29,
30-31 35-36
37-38,
40-41
10, 12,
No 1 , 3 , 7 4 . 8
14-16,
18-19, 9, 17, 
20 28-32 33 36 ,41 37-39
21-24,
27
In T a b le  30, “ N o n e "  m e a n s  the bo ard  had lost ev e ry  func tion  in a s ing le  d o m a in .  D oub le  
conso l id a ted  b o a rd s  took  o v e r  m o s t  o f  the fu n c t io n s  in Ideal A l ig n m e n t ,  and  in H igh  A l ig n m e n t ,  
s ing le  co n so l id a ted  b o a rd s  had few fu n c t io n s  e x c e e d in g  d o u b le  c o n so l id a te d  b o a rd s .  W h en  
focus ing  on those  d o m a in s  in w h ich  one  b o a rd  o n ly  had  o n e  o r  tw o  fu n c t io n s  h ig h e r  than  the 
o th e r  board , bo th  types  o f  bo a rd  had  a tie fo r  the re s t  o f  the  func tions .  T a b le  30  p re sen ts  the
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n u m b e r  o f  func tions  for each  bo a rd  e x c e e d in g  the  o th e r  u n d e r  each  d o m a in .  T h e  p ink  c o lo r  w as 
des igna ted  as  nega tive  p e r fo rm a n c e  w hile  the b lue  co lo r  w as  d e s ig n a ted  as pos i t ive  pe rfo rm ance .
T ab le  30
N u m b e r  o f  Func tions  fo r  Each  Board
D o m ain /B o a rd Fiscal P rog ram Policy Personne l Total
T ype Single Double Single Double Single Double Single Double Single Double
Ideal 7 4 9 2 5 0 7
High 5 3 16 3 7 0 6 1
L ow 6 11 7 2 4 4
N o 3 9 12 3 5 3
Total 15 14 43 22 16 10 10 11
N et Function 1 21 6 28
In T ab le  30, s ing le  c o n so l id a ted  b o a rd s  had m a n y  a reas  o f  on ly  or  tw o  fu n c t io n s  am o n g  
Ideal, L o w , and  N o  A lig n m en ts .  In the  P ro g ram  D o m a in ,  s ing le  c o n so l id a te d  b o a rd s  had  m ore  
func tions  e x c e e d in g  dou b le  c o n so l id a ted  b o a rd s  in H igh , L o w , and  N o  A lig n m en ts .  In the T ota l 
cell, s ing le  c o n so l id a ted  boards  had  the  m o st  fu n c t io n s  u n d e r  the  P ro g ra m  D o m a in ,  w h ile  dou b le  
conso l id a ted  b o a rd s  had  the few est  fu n c t io n s  u n d e r  the P o licy  D o m a in .  In the N et F u n c t io n  cell, 
s ing le  c o n so l id a ted  b o a rd s  p e rfo rm ed  b e t te r  than  d o u b le  c o n so l id a ted  b o a rd s  in th ree  ou t o f  fou r  
d o m a in s ,  that is, in the Fiscal, P ro g ra m , and  P o licy  D o m a in s .  In the T ota l c o lu m n ,  single  
co n so l id a ted  b o a rd s  e x c e e d ed  dou b le  c o n so l id a te d  b o a rd s  fo r  28 fu n c t io n s  th ro u g h o u t  fou r  
d o m a in s .  T ab le  31 o ffe rs  the  pattern  o f  fu nc tion  f re q u e n c y  by  b o a rd  type  and  func tion  
or ien ta t ion . F unc tion  f req u en cy  here  re fers  to  those  d ec is io n s  w h ich  c a u s e d  one  b o a rd  type to 
e x c e e d  the o th e r  a n d  h o w  often  they  a p p ea red  th ro u g h o u t  a l ig n m en t  levels. F u n c t io n  o r ien ta t ion  
ca teg o r ized  fun c t io n s  as g e n e ra l-o r ien ted  (G ) o r  p a r t icu la r -o r ien ted  (P). I f  the  p res id en ts
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Figure 17. Function Frequency Distribution by Board Types.
In Figure 17, Both S& D boards (43% ) had alm ost two times the function frequency of 
single (33% ) and double (25%) consolidated boards, suggesting Both S& D  boards were strong in 
most o f  the functions. Figure 18 provides detailed information regarding function frequency 
patterns by board type and function orientation.
<
S ing le D o u b le B oth  S& D
■ P articu la r-O rien ted 85% 80% 5 9 %
■ G en era l-O rien ted 15% 20% 4 1 %
F igure 18. Function Frequency Pattern by Board Type and Function Orientation.
preferred  fo r  boards  to have  the  pow er,  then  the func tion  w as  ca teg o r ized  as  g enera l-o r ien ted ,  
w h ile  if  p res iden ts  w ou ld  like to have  the p o w e r  as the ir  re sponsib il i t ies ,  then the func tion  w as 
identif ied  as particu la r-o rien ted . T h e  ju d g m e n t  o f  w h e th e r  a  func tion  is genera l o r  par t icu lar-  
o r ien ted  m a y  va ry  by  ind iv idual poin t o f  view .
T ab le  31
Function  F req u en cy  P attern  by  B oard  T y p e  and  F unc tion  O rien ta t ion
D om ain Function
Board Function
T ypes O rien ta t ion
1. R e v iew in g  bu d g e t  reques ts  o f  y o u r  insti tu tion  and
m ak in g  independen t r e c o m m e n d a t io n s  to  the g o v e rn o r  o r S & D P
legisla ture
2. A u th o r iz in g  the c rea tion  o f  new  facilities D G
3. A u th o r iz in g  ex p en d i tu re s  on ex is t in g  facilities S G
Fiscal 4. C o n tro l l in g  and  m a n a g in g  insti tu tional p roperty S & D P
5. P u rch as in g  real and  pe rsona l  p ro p er ty  for the insti tu tion D G
6. Se tt ing  tu it ion  and  fees at y o u r  insti tu tion S & D P
7. N ego tia t in g  p r io r i t ie s  fo r  h ig h e r  ed u c a t io n  in state c D
budge ts o r
8. Se tting  sa lary  ad ju s tm en t  rate D P
9. R ev iew in g  a n d /o r  te rm in a t in g  ex is t in g  p ro g ram s S & D G
10. A p p ro v in g  o r  re jec ting  req u es ts  to es tab lish  new s Gpro g ram s
11. C o n d u c t in g  annua l  o r  re g u la r  p ro g ra m  rev iew s D G
12. R e v ie w in g  cu rr icu la S & D P
13. A p p ro v in g  o r  re jec ting  c o u rse  o ffe r ings S P
14. M ain ta in in g  an inv en to ry  o f  p ro g ra m s  o r  cou rses D P
15. E stab l ish in g  c red it  t ran s fe r  po lic ies  o r  p ro ced u re s S G
16. D e v e lo p in g  m iss ion  s ta tem en t  o f  yo u r  insti tu tion S & D P
17. E va lu a t in g  the e f fec t iv en ess  o f  y o u r  ins t i tu tion S & D G
P ro g ram 18. E stab l ish in g  re sea rch  po lic ies  and  se c u r in g  pa ten ts S P
19. R e v iew in g  p ro g ra m s  o f fe red  in-sta te  b y  ou t-o f-s ta te c Gins titu tions o
20. A p p ro v in g  a n d /o r  re jec t in g  o f f -c a m p u s  p ro g ra m s  
o ffe red  by  y o u r  insti tu tion S & D G
21. E stab l ish in g  s tuden t  a c h ie v e m e n t  g u id e l in e s  or
D Ds tandards r
22. C o n fe rr in g  degrees S & D p
23. E s tab l ish in g  p o l ic ie s  and  reg u la t io n s  fo r  y o u r  ins t i tu t ion S & D p
24. A p p ro v in g  a n d /o r  re jec t in g  ad m is s io n s  s tan d a rd s ,  o r
S & D ndev e lo p in g  a d m iss io n s  s tandards P
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D om ain Function B oard Function
T ypes O rien ta tion
25. Setting  en ro l lm en t  levels S P
26. D e v e lo p in g  rec ip rocal o r  ex c h a n g e  p ro g ram s S P
27. F avor ing  m a rk e t  o r  a ccess ib i l i ty  dr iven  p ro g ram s S & D G
28. Iden tify ing  and  ran k in g  o f  s ta tew ide  h ig h e r  e duca tion
S & D Gpriorit ies
29. C o n d u c t in g  m as te r  p lan n in g  fo r  h ig h e r  educa tion S & D G
Policy 31. F o rm in g  non -res iden t  s tuden t  po lic ies D G
32. M ak in g  long  range  b u i ld ing  polic ies S G
33. C rea ting  facu lty  co l lec t iv e  barg a in in g  po lic ies S P
34. A d v is in g  h ig h e r  ed u ca t io n  law  m ak in g S & D P
35. Se tt ing  o th e r  o ff icers ' sa laries  be s id es  un ivers i ty c n
president o p
36. E s tab lish ing  personne l  g u ide lines  fo r  y o u r  insti tu tion s p
37. G ran t in g  a n d /o r  d e n y in g  tenure D p
38. Se lec ting , des ig n in g ,  and e s tab lish ing  e m p lo y e e  benefit
D r>
Personnel
p lans  and  re la ted  p ro g ram s r
39. A d o p tin g  incentive  o r  rew ard  p ro g ra m s  fo r  e m p lo y e e  
exce llence S & D P
40. G ran t in g  o r  d e n y in g  req u es ts  fo r  leaves  o f  a b se n c e  or
D osabbatica ls r
41. M ak in g  facu lty  h ir ing , p ro m o tio n ,  and  re t irem ent 
po lic ies S & D p
In T a b le  31 , F unc tion  30: D e te rm in in g  res iden t s tu d en t  po lic ies  w as  the on ly  func tion  in 
w h ich  bo th  b o a rd s  d id  not have  m ore  than one  f re q u e n c y  th ro u g h o u t  Ideal,  H igh, L o w , and  No 
A lignm en ts .  T here fo re ,  func tion  30  w as  not inc luded  in this tab le  and  th a t  w o u ld  leave  40  
func tions  w ith in  T ab le  31. In this table , 13 fu n c t io n s  (3 3 % )  w ere  o c c u p ie d  by s ing le  
conso l id a ted  bo ard s ,  10 fun c t io n s  (2 5 % )  w ere  d o m in a te d  by  d o u b le  co n so l id a te d  bo ard s ,  and  17 
func tions  (43% ) w ere  p o sse ssed  by  s ing le  a n d  d o u b le  (S & D ) bo ard s .  F igure  17 p ro v id e s  a chart  
ol l req u en cy  d is tr ibu tion  o f  fu n c t io n s  d o m in a te d  by s ing le ,  by  d o u b le ,  and  by s ing le  and  dou b les .
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In F igu re  18, s ing le  conso l id a ted  boards  had  the h ighes t  f req u en cy  o f  par t icu la r-o rien ted  
func tions  (85% ), w hile  B o th  S & D  boards  had the  h ighes t  f req u en cy  in gen e ra l-o r ien ted  function 
(41% ). T h e  d iffe rence  sug g es ted  tha t  S & D  b o a rd s  w ere  s t ro n g e r  in gen e ra l-o r ien ted  func tions  
and s ing le  conso l id a ted  boards  w ere  b e t te r  in par t icu la r -o r ien ted  func tions .  Pa r t icu la r-o r ien ted  
func tions  co rre sp o n d ed  to s ing le  co n so l id a ted  b o a rd s '  cen tra l ized  charac ter is t ic .  T ab le  32 
p resen ts  fu r th e r  in fo rm atio n  reg ard in g  func tion  o rien ta t ion  d is tr ibu tion .
T ab le  32
Function  F req u en cy  D is tr ibu tion  by  B oard  T y p e  and  F unc tion  O rien ta t ion
B oard  T ype
Function
O rien ta tion
D om ain
N u m b e r  o f  
F unc t io n s
F req u en cy  
(N u m b e r  o f  
F u n c t io n s /F u n c t io n  
O rien ta t ion  
N u m b er)
Fiscal
2
2 5%
P Program 3 3 6 %
C o n so lida ted
Personne l 2 2 5 %
Boards
Policy 1 11%
P ro g ram 2 67%
G
Policy 1 33%
Fiscal 2 2 5%
D ouble P
P ro g ram 2 2 5 %
C o n so l id a ted
Personne l 3 3 8%
B oards P o licy 1 13%
G Fiscal 1 50%
P ro g ra m 1 50%
Fiscal
2
22%
Both S &  D
P
P ro g ra m 5 56%
B oards Personne l 2 2 2 %
Fiscal 1 14%
G P ro g ram 3 4 3 %
Policy 3 4 3 %
1 1 0
In Table 32, both single and double consolidated boards’ general-oriented functions were 
included in fewer domains, indicating both boards had fewer general-oriented functions 
involved. Further, in Both S& D boards, the Program Domain contained the highest frequency of 
particular-oriented functions, indicating in the Program Domain, both single and double 
consolidated boards had more particular-oriented functions as perceived by presidents.
Program Domain was the only dom ain for which both boards had at least three functions 
in at least three o f  the alignment levels; see Figure 19 for detailed information.
c  8 0 %  1
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§b 6 0 %  -
<  5 0 %
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Ideal L ow High No
□  D ouble C onso lida ted  Boards 55% 24% 10% 10%
□  S ing le  C onso lida ted  B oards 9% 29% 36% 30%
Figure 19. Double and Single Consolidated B oards’ Function N um ber Distribution in Program 
Domain.
In Figure 19, Double consolidated boards had the highest percentage in Ideal A lignment 
lor the Program D om ain , while single consolidated boards had the highest percentage in High 
Alignment tor the same domain. Both boards contrasted in the opposite direction as the 
alignment levels went from Ideal to No.
There were also som e ties between the two boards  function frequencies. See Table 33 for 
detailed information.
I l l
T ab le  33
Single and Double Consolidated Boards' Function Tie Distribution
D o m a in /  Board  
T ype
Fiscal 
Single Double
Program  
Single Double
Policy  
Single Double
Personnel 
Single Double
Ideal N one N one N one N one
High N one N one N one N one
Low N one N one 3 4 3 9
No 5 - 6 13, 2 5 - 2 6 N one 3 5 , 4 0
A cco rd in g  to T a b le  33, m o s t  o f  the  ties b e tw een  the tw o  boards  ga the red  in L ow  and  N o
A lig n m en ts  fo r  the Fisca l,  P ro g ram , and Personne l  D o m a in s ,  ind ica ting  bo th  b o a rd s  are  s im ila r  
in those  areas. Pa r t icu la r ly  in the P ro g ra m  D o m a in ,  there  w ere  th ree  fu n c t io n s  that had  ties in 
N o  A lig n m en t ,  w h ich  w ere  m ore  fu n c t io n s  than in o th e r  d o m a in s  o r  a l ig n m en t  levels , su g g es t in g  
un ivers i ty  p res iden ts  u n d e r  bo th  boards  had  the  s a m e  p e rcep t io n s  in those  func tions .  T ab le  34 
lists all the fu n c t io n s  by  d o m a in  and the le tter “T ” d es ig n a te s  a tie b e tw een  the  tw o  b o a rd s  in 
T ab le  34.
T ab le  34
Detailed Function by Domain
D om ain F unc tion
I
A lig
H
nm ent
L N
1. R e v iew in g  b u d g e t  r eq u es ts  o f  y o u r  ins t i tu t ion  and 
m a k in g  in d ep en d en t  r e c o m m e n d a t io n s  to  the g o v e rn o r  or D S D S
legisla ture
2. A u th o r iz in g  the c rea t io n  o f  n ew  facili t ies D D D T
3. A u th o r iz in g  e x p e n d i tu re s  on ex is t in g  facilities D S S S
Fiscal 4. C o n tro l l in g  and m a n a g in g  in s t i tu t iona l  p roperty D s S D
5. P u rc h a s in g  real and  persona l  p ro p e r ty  fo r  the insti tu tion D D S T
6. Se tt ing  tu i t ion  and  fees  at y o u r  insti tu tion D S S T
7. N ego t ia t in g  p r iorit ies  fo r  h ig h e r  ed u c a t io n  in state 
budgets S D D S
8. Setting  sa la ry  ad jus tm en t rate D S D D
P rogram 9. R e v iew in g  a n d /o r  te rm in a t in g  ex is t in g  p ro g ram s S D S D
10. A p p ro v in g  o r  re jec t ing  req u es ts  to  e s ta b l ish  new D S S S
11 2
D om ain  Function
I
A lig n m en t  
H L N
pro g ram s
11. C o n d u c t in g  annua l o r  regu la r  p ro g ram  rev iew s D S D T
12. R ev iew in g  cu rr icu la D D S S
13. A p p ro v in g  o r  re jec ting  co u rse  offe r ings S S S T
14. M a in ta in in g  an inv en to ry  o f  p ro g ram s  or  cou rses D S D S
15. E stab lish ing  c red it  t ransfe r  p o lic ies  o r  p rocedures D S S S
16. D ev e lo p in g  m iss io n  s ta tem en t o f  y o u r  institu tion D S D S
17. E va lua ting  the e f fec t iv en ess  o f  yo u r  institu tion D S S D
18. E s tab lish ing  research  po lic ies  and  secu r in g  paten ts S S s S
19. R ev iew in g  p ro g ra m s  o ffe red  in -s ta te  b y  ou t-o f-s ta te Q Q
insti tu tions
o o o o
20. A p p ro v in g  a n d /o r  re jec t ing  o f f -c a m p u s  p ro g ram s  
o ffe red  by  y o u r  institu tion
D s s D
21. E stab l ish in g  s tuden t  a c h ie v e m en t  g u id e l in e s  o r  
s tandards
D D D S
22. C o n fe rr in g  degrees D S D s
23. E s tab l ish in g  po lic ies  and  reg u la t ions  fo r  yo u r
D s D sinstitu tion
24. A p p ro v in g  an d /o r  re jec t ing  a d m iss io n s  s tandards ,  o r
D c D c
deve lo p in g  ad m is s io n s  s tandards o o
25. Se tt ing  en ro l lm en t  levels D s S T
26. D e v e lo p in g  rec ip rocal o r  ex c h a n g e  p ro g ram s D s s T
27. F a v o r in g  m arke t  o r  access ib il i ty  d r iven  p ro g ra m s D s D S
28. Iden tify ing  and  ran k in g  o f  s ta tew ide  h ig h e r  edu ca t io n
D s D Spriorit ies
29. C o n d u c t in g  m a s te r  p lan n in g  fo r  h ig h e r  ed u ca t io n D s D S
p  .. 30. D e te rm in in g  res iden t s tuden t po lic ies  
31. F o rm in g  non -res iden t  s tuden t po lic ies
D s D S
D s D S
32. M ak in g  long  range  b u i ld in g  po lic ies S s S S
33. C rea t in g  facu lty  co l lec t iv e  b a rg a in in g  po lic ies S s S D
34. A d v is in g  h ig h e r  ed u ca t io n  law  m a k in g D s T S
35. Se tting  o th e r  o ff icers ' sa la r ies  be s id es  un iversity  
president D s S T
36. E stab l ish in g  pe rsonne l  g u id e l in e s  fo r  y o u r  insti tu tion D s S S
37. G ran t in g  a n d /o r  d e n y in g  tenure D s D D
38. S e lec t ing , d e s ig n in g ,  and  e s tab l ish in g  e m p lo y e e
D D c D
P erso n n e l  benefi t  P*ans an(-l re la ted  p ro g ram s
o
39. A d o p t in g  incentive  o r  rew ard  p ro g ra m s  fo r  e m p lo y e e  
ex ce llence D s T D
40. G ra n t in g  o r  d e n y in g  reques ts  fo r  leaves  o f  a b sen ce  o r  
sabba tica ls D s D T
41. M ak in g  facu lty  h ir ing , p ro m o t io n ,  and  re t i rem en t  
po lic ies D s D S
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W h en  look ing  at m ult ip le  a l ig n m en ts  at the  sa m e  tim e, the  resu lts  p ro v id ed  an overall 
rev iew  o f  the func tion  s treng ths  and  w eak n esse s  o f  each  bo ard  type . M u lt ip le  a l ig n m en ts  w ere  
g ro u p ed  in tw o ca tegories .  Pos i t ive  A lig n m en t  inc ludes  Ideal, H igh , and  E xce llen t  A lig n m en ts ,  
w hile  N egative  A lig n m en t  inc ludes  L ow , N o , and  P o o r  A lig n m en ts .  See T a b le  34  fo r  a 
dem ons tra t ion .  In T a b le  35, P A  s tands  fo r  Positive  A lig n m en t ,  N A  s tan d s  fo r  N ega tive  
A lig n m en t ,  P A R  s tands  fo r  Posit ive  A lig n m en t  R ank ,  and N A R  s tands  fo r  N eg a tive  A lig n m en t  
Rank.
T h e  PA  and  N A  c o lu m n s  p ro v id e  the av e rag e  o f  each  fu n c t io n ’s score  th ro u g h o u t  its ow n  
a lig n m en t  g ro u p s  a c co rd in g  to the freq u en cy  o f  each  func tion  and  based  on the  d iffe rence  
be tw een  the tw o  boards .  T h e  d iffe rence  b e tw een  the  tw o  b o a rd s  w as  gen e ra ted  by  ca lcu la t ing  
do u b le  c o n so l id a ted  b o a rd s ’ sco res  m in u s  s ing le  co n so l id a te d  b o a rd s ’ sco re s  and  d iv id in g  by 
three a l ignm en ts .  O n ly  the  bes t  func tions  in each  d o m a in  w ere  ranked . In the  N A  c o lu m n ,  the 
h igher  the nega tive  nu m b er ,  the  b e t te r  the p e r fo rm a n c e  w as. T h a t  is, a h igh  n eg a t iv e  N A  m e a n s  
few L ow , N o, and  P o o r  A lig n m en ts ,  and  thus a g o o d  p e r fo rm a n c e ,  w h e re a s  a h igh  posi t ive  N A  
reflec ts  m a n y  L o w , N o, and  P o o r  A lig n m en ts .
T h e  rank ings  a p p ea r in g  in the P A R  c o lu m n  ac k n o w le d g e  d o u b le  co n so l id a te d  b o a rd s ’ 
s t reng ths ,  w hile  the  u n ra n k e d  P A R  fu n c t io n s  w ere  a ssoc ia ted  w ith  d o u b le  co n so l id a te d  boards  
p e rfo rm an ce  s im ila r  to o r  in fe r io r  to  that o f  s ing le  c o n so l id a ted  boards .  T h o se  ran k in g s  sh o w n  in 
the N A R  c o lu m n  ind ica te  d o u b le  c o n so l id a ted  b o a rd s ’ least m isa l ig n m e n t .  U n ra n k e d  N A R  
func tions  reflect d o u b le  co n so l id a ted  b o a rd s ’ s im ila r i ty  to  o r  w e a k n e ss  c o m p a re d  to  s ing le  
conso l id a ted  boards.
1 1 4
T ab le  35
Double Consolidated Boards' Function Strengths and Weaknesses by Domain and Alignment, 
Compared to Single Consolidated Boards
D om ain Function
Alignment/Rank
PA PAR NA NAR
1. R ev iew in g  bud g e t  req u es ts  o f  y o u r  insti tu tion  and
m a k in g  in d ep en d en t  re c o m m e n d a t io n s  to the  g o v e rn o r  or -1% 1%
legisla ture
2. A u th o r iz in g  the c rea t ion  o f  n ew  facilities 13% 1 -9% 1
3. A u th o r iz in g  expen d i tu re s  on ex is t ing  facilities 2% 3%
Fiscal
4. C on tro l l in g  and m a n a g in g  insti tu tiona l p roperty 1% 5%
5. P u rchas ing  real and pe rsona l  p ro p er ty  fo r  the
6% 2 4%
institu tion
6. Setting  tu it ion  and  fees at yo u r  insti tu tion - 2 % 5%
7. N ego tia t in g  p r io r i t ies  fo r  h ig h e r  ed u ca t io n  in state
6% 2 4%
budgets
8. Setting  sa lary  a d ju s tm e n t  rate - 2 % 17%
9. R ev iew in g  a n d /o r  t e rm in a t in g  ex is t in g  p ro g ram s 1% 6%
10. A p p ro v in g  o r  re jec ting  req u es ts  to e s tab l ish  new
7% 5%
pro g ram s
11. C o n d u c t in g  annua l o r  r e g u la r  p ro g ra m  rev iew s 10% 3 -4% 3
12. R ev iew in g  cu rr icu la 19% 1 2%
13. A p p ro v in g  o r  re jec t ing  c o u rse  o ffe r ings -2% 6%
14. M ain ta in in g  an inven to ry  o f  p ro g ra m s  o r  cou rses -2% -1%
15. E s tab l ish in g  c red it  t ran sfe r  po lic ies  o r  p ro ced u re s -12% 9%
16. D e v e lo p in g  m iss io n  s ta te m e n t  o f  yo u r  insti tu tion 5% 0%
17. E va lua ting  the  e f fec t iv en ess  o f  y o u r  institu tion 1 % 3%
18. E s tab l ish in g  re sea rch  po lic ies  and  secu r in g  paten ts -11% 9%
Program
19. R ev iew in g  p ro g ra m s  o ffe red  in-s ta te  b y  ou t-o f-s ta te  
insti tu tions
-20% 7%
20. A p p ro v in g  an d /o r  re jec t ing  o f f -c a m p u s  p ro g ram s
-4%
offe red  by y o u r  institu tion
- Z  /O
21. E s tab l ish in g  s tuden t ach ie v e m en t  g u id e l in e s  or
^  OF
s tandards
11  /C  L -z / c
22. C o n fe r r in g  d eg rees 8% -6% 2
23. E s tab l ish in g  po lic ies  and  reg u la t io n s  fo r  yo u r
2% 5%
institu tion
24. A p p ro v in g  a n d /o r  re jec t ing  a d m is s io n s  s tan d a rd s ,  o r
^  OF
d ev e lo p in g  ad m is s io n s  s tandards
j  / 0 - L / c
25. Se tt ing  en ro l lm en t  levels -2% 4%
26. D ev e lo p in g  rec ip rocal  o r  e x c h a n g e  p ro g ra m s 1% 5 %
27. F avor ing  m ark e t  o r  access ib i l i ty  d r iv en  p ro g ram s 3% -9% 1
Policy
28. Id en tify ing  and ran k in g  o f  s ta tew id e  h ig h e r  e d u ca t io n  
priorit ies
-3% 2%
29. C o n d u c t in g  m a s te r  p lan n in g  fo r  h ig h e r  edu ca t io n -2% -3% 1
1 1 5
D om ain  Function
P A
Alignment/Rank 
P A R  N A  N A R
30. D e te rm in in g  resident s tudent po lic ies -1% 0%
31. F o rm in g  non -res iden t  s tuden t  po lic ies -4% 5%
32. M ak in g  long  range  b u i ld in g  po lic ies -8% 8 %
33. C rea ting  facu lty  co llec t ive  b a rg a in in g  po lic ies -3% 1%
34. A d v is in g  h igher  ed u ca t io n  law  m ak ing 0 % 3%
35. Setting  o th e r  o ff icers ' sa laries  b es id es  un ivers i ty  
president 3% 2%
36. E s tab l ish in g  pe rsonne l  g u ide lines  fo r  y o u r  insti tu tion 3 % 1%
37. G ran t in g  a n d /o r  d e n y in g  tenure 3 % -15%  I
38. Se lec ting , des ign ing , and  e s tab lish ing  e m p lo y e e  
Personne l beneJit P lans and  re la ted  p ro g ram s
4 % -12%  3
39. A d o p tin g  incen tive  o r  rew ard  p ro g ra m s  fo r  e m p lo y e e  
exce llence -5% -2%
40. G ran t in g  o r  d e n y in g  req u es ts  fo r  leaves o f  a b sen ce  o r  
sabba tica ls 8% 1 -7%
41. M ak in g  facu lty  h ir ing , p ro m o tio n ,  and  re t irem ent 
po lic ies 6% 2 -13%  2
F or ex am p le ,  in T ab le  35 fo r  the  F iscal D o m ain ,  F u n c t io n  2 in the P A R  c o lu m n  represen ts  
d ou b le  c o n so l id a ted  b o a rd s ’ s treng th , w h ile  the rest o f  the  fu n c t io n s  in the  F iscal D o m a in  g ive  a 
s im ila r  o r  s l igh tly  be tte r  p e r fo rm a n c e  fo r  s ing le  c o n so l id a te d  boards .  F u n c t io n  2 a c k n o w le d g e d  
there  w as  a 13% d iffe rence  be tw een  the tw o  b oards ,  w h ile  F u n c t io n s  5 and  7, w ith  6 %  d iffe rence  
be tw een  boards ,  had a p p ro x im a te ly  h a l f  the  bo a rd  d if fe ren ce  sh o w n  by  F unc tion  2. T h e  rest o f  
the  fu n c t io n s  w ere  neutra l  in the F iscal D o m a in  fo r  the P A R  co lu m n . F igu res  20  to 27 presen t 
the  de ta iled  rank  by  d o m a in  and by  a l ignm en t.
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P  t l j
F igure 20. The Average Score Double Exceeds Single Consolidated Boards in the Fiscal Domain 
by Positive Alignment.
In Figure 20, Function 2 was the strength o f  double consolidated boards, while Functions 
5 and 7 were approxim ately half o f  the percentage o f  Function 2. The rest o f  the functions were 
similar. Function 8 was the strength o f  single consolidated boards.
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F ig u re  21.  T h e  A v e rag e  S core  D o u b le  E x ceed s  S ing le  C o n so l id a ted  B oards  in F iscal D o m ain  by 
N eg a tive  A lig n m en t .
In F igure  21 , in N eg a t iv e  A lig n m en t ,  lo w er  score  ind ica ted  b e t te r  p e r fo rm a n c e .  T hus ,  
Func tion  2 p resen ted  the s t reng th  o f  dou b le  co n so l id a ted  bo ard s ,  w h ile  F u n c t io n  8 w as  the 
s trength  o f  s ing le  co n so l id a ted  boards.  Both  fu n c t io n s  ech o ed  the resu lt  in F igu re  20.
1 1 8
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Figure 22. The Average Score Double Exceeds Single Consolidated Boards in Program Domain 
by Positive Alignment.
In Figure 22, Functions 11, 12, and 21 were the strengths o f  double consolidated boards, 
while Functions 15, 18, and 19 were the strengths o f  single consolidated boards.
-10%
27 22 11 21 24 20 14 16 12 17 25 26 23 10 13 9 19 18 15
■ n=59 -9% -6% -4% -2% -2% -2% -1% 0% 2% 3% 4% 5% 5% 5% 6% 6% 7% 9% 9%
F igure 23. The Average Score Double Exceeds Single C onsolidated  Boards in Program  D om ain  
by Negative Alignment.
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In Figure 23, Functions 11, 22, and 27 were the strengths o f  double consolidated boards, 
while Functions 15, 18 and 19 were the strengths o f  single consolidated boards. Functions 15, 
18 and 19 also appeared as single consolidated boards’ strengths in Figure 22.
34 30 29 28 33 31 32
■ n=59 0% -1% -2% -3% -3% -4% -8%
F igure 24. The Average Score Double Exceeds Single Consolidated Boards in Policy Domain by
Positive Alignment.
In Figure 24, both boards had the sam e perform ance in Function 34, while single 
consolidated boards exceeded double consolidated boards for the rest o f  the functions in the 
Policy Dom ain by Positive Alignment. Furthermore, Function 32 was the strength o f  single 
consolidated boards.
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F ig u re  25.  T h e  A v e rag e  Score  D oub le  E x ceed s  S ing le  C o n so l id a ted  B oards  in  P o licy  D o m ain  by 
N eg a tive  A lignm en t.
In F igure  25, F unc tion  29  w as  the s treng th  o f  d o u b le  c o n so l id a te d  bo ard s ,  w h ile  Func tion  
32 w as  the s treng th  o f  s ing le  c o n so l id a te d  boards.  A s  d o u b le  c o n so l id a te d  b o a rd s  had  8%  in 
N eg a tive  A lig n m en t  for Func tion  32, tha t  is, the  h ighes t  sco re  in the  Po licy  D o m a in ,  as reflec ted  
in F igure  24, the  sam e  func tion  w as  a lso  s ing le  co n so l id a ted  b o a rd s ’ s treng th .
121
* n=59
F ig u re  26 . T he  A v e rag e  Score  D ouble  E x ceed s  S ing le  C o n so l id a ted  B oards  in Personne l 
D o m a in  by Positive  A lignm en t.
In F ig u re  26, F unc tion  4 0  w as  the s trength  o f  d o u b le  co n so l id a ted  bo ard s ,  w h ile  Func tion  
39 w as  the  s trength  o f  s ing le  co n so l id a ted  boards.
F ig u re  27 . T he  A v e rag e  Score  D oub le  E x ceed s  S ing le  C o n so l id a te d  B oards  in P ersonne l  
D om ain  by N ega tive  A lig n m en t .
In Figure 27, Functions 37, 41 and 38 were the strengths o f  double consolidated boards, 
while Function 35 was the strength o f  single consolidated boards. Functions 37 and 41 were 
faculty related. Table 36 provides an overview o f  the degree double consolidated boards exceed 
single consolidated boards on average by domain and alignment.
Table 36
The D egree D ouble E xceed  Single C onsolidated B oards on A verage by D om ain and  A lignm ent
Domain/Alignment Fiscal Program Policy Personnel
Positive Alignment 3% 1% -3% 4%
Negative
Alignment 3% 2% 2% -6%
In Table 36, when looking at the alignment, the Positive Alignment ranged from 3% to - 
3%, a difference o f  6%. The Negative Alignm ent ranged from 3% to -6% , a difference o f  9%, 
meaning the Negative Alignment had a greater variation com pared  to the Positive Alignment. 
When focusing on Fiscal D om ain 's  average score range was 0% , while the Personnel Domain 
had 10%. Personnel Domain held the m ost extrem e num bers across dom ains and between 
alignments. For example , the Personnel Dom ain had the highest Negative Alignment 
percentage, that is, -6%, and the highest Positive Alignment percentage, that is, 4% , within one 
domain. As the higher the Positive Alignment score, the better the perform ance was and the 
opposite for the Negative Alignment, double consolidated boards’ greatest strength w as in the 
Personnel Domain (-6%). See Figure 28 and 29 for an overview o f  the average score by which 
double exceeded single consolidated boards across dom ain  in Positive and Negative Alignm ents
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In F ig u re  28, F unc t io n s  2, 11, 12, and 21 w ere  do u b le  con so l id a ted  b o a rd s ’ s trengths , 
w hile  Func tions  15, 18, 19 w ere  s ing le  conso l id a ted  b o a rd s ’ strengths . D oub le  e x ceed ed  single  
conso lida ted  boards  by 4 3 %  in total and  1% p e r  func tion  on  average . D o ub le  e x ceed ed  single  
conso lida ted  boards in 23 func tions  and 5%  on average , w h ile  s ing le  e x ceed ed  doub le  
conso lida ted  boards  in 18 func tions  and  5%  on average . D o ub le  c o n so l id a ted  boards  
ex p er ien ced  7 4 %  o f  Positive  A lig n m en t  fo r  p a r t icu la r-o rien ted  func tions ,  w h ile  single  
conso lida ted  boards  ex p e r ien ced  5 0 %  o f  Positive  A lig n m e n t  fo r  gen e ra l-o r ien ted  functions. 
D ouble  e x ceed ed  s ing le  conso l id a ted  boards  6 %  in g en era l-o r ien ted  func tions  and  5 %  in 
par t icu la r-o rien ted  fu n c t io n s  on average , w h ile  s ing le  e x ceed ed  dou b le  c o n so l id a ted  boards  6%  
in genera l-o r ien ted  func tions  and 3 %  in p a r t icu la r-o rien ted  fun c t io n s  on average .
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In Figure 29, Functions 37, 38, and 41 were double consolidated boards’ strengths, while 
Function 8 was the strength o f  single consolidated boards. Functions 37 and 41 were faculty 
related. Double exceeded single consolidated boards 33% in total and 1% per function on 
average. Double exceeded single consolidated boards in 16 functions and 5% on average, while 
single exceeded double consolidated boards in 25 functions and 5% on average. Double 
consolidated boards experienced 63% o f  Negative Alignment for particular-oriented functions, 
while single exceeded double consolidated boards in 64% o f  Negative Alignment for particular- 
oriented functions. Double exceeded single consolidated boards 4% in general-oriented 
functions and 6% in particular-oriented functions on average, while single exceeded double 
consolidated boards 5% in general and particular-oriented functions on average. See Figure 30 
to 37 for details o f  general and particular-oriented function distribution in Positive and Negative 
Alignments based on the scores in which double exceeded single consolidated boards across 
domains.
Figure 30. General-Oriented Function Scores in W hich Double Exceeded  Single Consolidated 
Boards Across Dom ains by Positive Alignment.
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Figure 31. Particular-Oriented Function Scores in W hich Double Exceeded Single Consolidated 
Boards Across Domains by Positive Alignment.
Figure 32. General-Oriented Function Scores in Which Single Exceeded Double Consolidated 
Boards Across Dom ains by Positive Alignment.
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Figure 33. Particular-Oriented Function Scores in Which Single Exceeded Double Consolidated 
Boards Across Domains by Positive Alignment.
Figure 34. General-Oriented Function Scores in Which Double Exceeded Single Consolidated 
Boards Across Domains by Negative Alignment.
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Figure 35. Particular-Oriented Function Scores in W hich Double Exceeded Single Consolidated 
Boards Across Dom ains by Negative Alignment.
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Figure 36. General-Oriented Function Scores in W hich Single Exceeded Double Consolidated 
Boards Across Dom ains by Negative Alignment.
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Figure 37. Particular-Oriented Function Scores in W hich Single Exceeded Double Consolidated 
Boards Across Dom ains by Negative Alignment.
Positive A lignm ent
Positive Alignment o f  decision making responsibilities between higher education boards 
and their presidents, as perceived by their presidents, was generated by calculating the 
differences between Ideal and High levels o f  alignment, that is. Excellent A lignm ent, averaging 
these differences, and then sorting them by board type. In Figure 38, functions that are above the 
horizontal axis indicate double consolidated boards were perceived by their presidents to have a 
greater degree o f  net Positive Alignment o f  decision m aking than were single consolidated 
boards by their presidents. For those functions that fall below the horizontal line, single 
consolidated boards are perceived to have m ore Positive Alignm ent than double consolidated 
boards. Functions that tend to be more general in oversight o r  responsibilities are denoted as red, 
while functions oriented toward particular duties arc denoted as blue. D ifferences in alignment 
between board types will be considered m inor or som ewhat inconsequential when the degree o f
131
diffe rence  in dec is io n -m ak in g  is w ith in  5 %  as den o ted  in F igures  38 and  39. F unc t io n s  18, 19, 
and  37 are shaded  to indicate  those  func tions  are not ap p licab le  to  c o m m u n i ty  co llege  presidents.
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Fiscal Domain. A s  p rev iously  noted, Positive  a l ig n m en t  o f  d ec is ion  m ak ing  
responsib ili t ies  be tw een  h igher  educa tion  b o a rd s  and their  p residen ts ,  as perce ived  by  their  
presiden ts , w as  genera ted  by ca lcu la t ing  the d iffe rences  be tw een  Ideal and  H igh  levels  o f  
a l ignm en t,  that is, E xcellen t A lignm en t,  ave rag in g  these  d iffe rences ,  and then  sorting  them  by 
board  type. In the Fiscal D om ain ,  as sh o w n  in F igure  38, it is ev iden t  that do u b le  con so l id a ted  
boards had m ore  overall Positive  A lig n m en t  in fiscal d ec is ion  m ak in g  responsib il i ty  than did 
s ing le  conso lida ted  boards .  Further, d o u b le  conso l id a ted  boards  e x c e e d ed  v ir tua l ly  eve ry  
function  over  single  conso l id a ted  boards ,  ind ica ting  dou b le  conso l id a ted  b o a rd s  had m ore  
Positive A lig n m en t  with the ir  un ivers ity  p res iden ts  in f iscal fu n c t io n s  than did single  
conso lida ted  boards.  M oreover ,  d o u b le  con so l id a ted  b o a rd s  a lso  had th ree  fu n c t io n s  w ith  over  
5%  m ore  Positive  A lig n m en t  than s ing le  co n so l id a ted  boards  had.
Program  D omain. P res iden ts  o f  bo th  boards  pe rce ived  Posit ive  A lig n m e n t  w ith  the ir  
state boa rds  fo r  decis ion  m ak in g  respons ib il i ty  in the P ro g ram  D om ain . In the P ro g ra m  D om ain , 
bo th  boards  had a d iverse  d is tr ibu tion  in F igure  38. D o u b le  co n so l id a ted  b o a rd s  had  five 
func tions  that ex ceed ed  s ing le  c o n so l id a ted  b o a rd s  in Positive  A lig n m en t  in dec is ion  m ak in g  
respons ib il i ty  by  m ore  than 5% ; s ing le  con so l id a ted  b o a rd s  h a d  th ree  fu n c t io n s  w ith  o v e r  5%  
m ore P osit ive  A lignm en t than dou b le  c o n so l id a ted  boards .  T h e  do u b le  co n so l id a te d  boards  
tended  to have  a be tter  a l ig n m en t  with pa r t icu la r -o r ien ted  func tions ,  w h ile  s ing le  con so l id a ted  
boards  tended  to  have  a be tte r  a l ig n m en t  w ith  gen e ra l-o r ien ted  func tions .  F u n c t io n s  18 and  19 
w ere  shaded  to  ind ica te  those  func tions  w ere  not ap p l icab le  to  c o m m u n i ty  co llege  p residen ts .
P olicy D omain. P res iden ts  u n d e r  s ing le  c o n so l id a ted  b o a rd s  p e rc e iv e d  m ore  Positive  
A lig n m en t  with the ir  s ta te  b o a rd s  fo r  overa ll  dec is ion  m a k in g  responsib il i ty  in the Po licy  
D om ain .  In the  Po licy  D o m ain ,  s ingle  c o n so l id a ted  b o a rd s  e x c e e d ed  d o u b le  c o n so l id a ted  b o a rd s
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in every function o f  Positive Alignment in decision m aking responsibility o f  their state boards, as 
shown in Figure 40. However, single consolidated boards dominated in ju s t  one function that 
had over 5% more Positive Alignment than double consolidated boards, suggesting the 
difference between the two boards in the Policy Domain was somewhat minor with the exception 
o f  Function 32.
P ersonnel D om ain. In Figure 38, presidents o f  double consolidated boards perceived 
more Positive Alignment in decision making responsibility with their state boards overall than 
did presidents under single consolidated boards in the Personnel Domain. Further, double 
consolidated boards were better aligned in five o f  the six functions. However, double 
consolidated boards had ju s t  two functions with over 5%  Positive Alignment, and single 
consolidated boards had no function over 5%  Positive Alignment. Function 37 was shaded to 
indicate this function was not applicable to com m unity  college presidents.
N egative A lignm ent
Negative Alignment o f  decision m aking responsibilities between higher education boards 
and their presidents, as perceived by their presidents, was generated by calculating the 
differences between Low and No levels o f  alignment, that is. Poor Alignment, averaging these 
differences, and then sorting them by board type. In Figure 39, functions that are above the 
horizontal axis indicate double consolidated boards were perceived by presidents to have a 
greater degree o f  net Negative Alignment o f  decision making than were single consolidated 
boards by their presidents. For those functions that fall below the horizontal line, single 
consolidated boards are perceived to have more Negative Alignment than double consolidated 
boards. Functions that tend to be m ore general in oversight or responsibilities are denoted as red. 
while I unctions oriented toward particular duties are denoted as blue. Differences in alignment
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betw een  board  types will be  cons ide red  m in o r  o r  inconsequen tia l  w hen  the degree  o f  d ifference  
in dec is io n -m ak in g  is w ith in  5 %  as deno ted  in F igure  39. Func tions  18, 19, and 37 are sh ad ed  to 
indicate  those  func tions  are  not app licab le  to co m m u n i ty  co llege  presidents .
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F iscal Domain. As shown in Figure 39, it is evident that in the Fiscal Domain, presidents 
o f  double consolidated boards had more functions above the center horizontal axis (0%) and, 
therefore, more Negative Alignment in decision m aking responsibility with their state boards 
than did presidents o f  single consolidated boards. However, each board had one function with 
over 5% more Negative alignment.
Program  Domain. In the Program Domain, double consolidated boards had more 
Negative alignment with their presidents in decision m aking responsibility than did single 
consolidated boards, as shown in Figure 39. Double consolidated boards had five functions that 
exceeded single consolidated boards in Negative A lignment by more than 5%; single 
consolidated boards had two functions with over 5%  more Negative Alignment than double 
consolidated boards. Both boards tended to have Poor A lignment in each type o f  function 
orientation in the Program  Domain. Functions 18 and 19 were shaded because those functions 
were not applicable to com m unity  college presidents.
Policy Domain. Double consolidated boards had more Negative A lignment with their 
presidents as perceived by their presidents in decision m aking responsibility than did single 
consolidated boards in the Policy Domain, as shown in Figure 39. However, double 
consolidated boards exceeded single consolidated boards with one function that had over 5%  
more Negative Alignment.
P ersonnel Domain. In the Personnel Domain, single consolidated boards had more 
Negative Alignment as perceived by their presidents in decision making responsibility than did 
double consolidated boards, as shown in F igure 39. Single consolidated boards had almost all of 
the Negative Alignment. Additionally, single consolidated boards exceeded double consolidated
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boards  in fou r  personne l  func tions  by  o v e r  5%  m ore  N egative  A lignm en t.  Func tion  37 w as 
shaded  because  this func tion  w as  not app licab le  to c o m m u n i ty  co llege  presidents.
Other Key Findings
This  cen su s  a lso  requ ired  re sponden ts  to add m ore  func tions  if  desired . T here  w ere  22 
functions added; see T ab le  37 for details:
Tab le  37
Other Findings hy Board Type and Domain
A lignm ent
Level
D om ain Function Board
T ype
Ideal Fiscal Equ ity  ad ju s tm en ts  in salary D
D ebt issuance D
Program A v o id in g  u n n ecessa ry  dup l ica t io n  o f  p ro g ram s D
High P rogram D ev e lo p in g  p ro g ram s  that add ress  the needs  o f  b u s in ess  and D
industry
C lo s in g  p ro g ram s D
Policy M onito r in g  p ro g ress  against s tra teg ic  plan D
M odera te Policy M ain ta in ing  m ora le S
Low Fiscal T ran sfe rr in g  fu n d s  to cap ita l  f ro m  opera t ing D
F u n d in g  and app rova l  o f  new  p ro g ra m s  to avo id  unnecessa ry D
dup lica t ion  w ith in  the co llege  system
A th le t ics D
Federa l re la tions S
S eek ing  ex ternal funds S
Program S up p o r t in g  rural d e v e lo p m en t s
N ew  p ro g ra m  deve lo p m en t D
A lig n m en t  with labor  m arke t ,  cu rren t  and  fu tu re S
E nsu r ing  ex is t in g  p ro g ra m s  are  a d eq u a te ly  funded D
Policy A ffo rd ab i l i ty S
S tuden t  re tention S
Personnel Se tting  reduc tion  in fo rce  po licy S
N egotia t ion  o f  e m p lo y e e  m a s te r  con trac ts  w ith  union s
No Fiscal E nergy  cost m an ag em en t D
Policy P a r tn e rsh ip  policy s
A c co rd in g  to  T ab le  37, there  w ere  10 fu n c t io n s  f ro m  single  c o n so l id a te d  b o a rd s  and  12 
1 unc tions from  d o u b le  co n so l id a ted  boards .  T he  d if fe rences  w ere  d isa g g re g a te d  by  d o m a in  and
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the frequenc ies  ca lcu la ted . T h ese  results  are  p resen ted  in T ab le  38. F o r  ex am p le ,  17% un d er  the 
Fiscal D om ain  fo r  doub le  conso lida ted  b o a rd s  in Ideal A lig n m en t  rep resen ts  do u b le  conso lida ted  
b o a rd s ’ frequency .
T ab le  38
The Difference o f  Other Single and Double Consolidated Boards' Frequency o f  Level o f  
Alignment Scores by Domain
D o m a in /B o a r d  Fiscal P rog ram  Po licy  Personne l Total
Type_________ S 1) S 1) S I) S D S I)
Ideal 17% 8 % 2 5 %
High 17%. 1 7 % 3 4 %
M od 1 0 % 10%
Low 2 0 % 2 5 % 2 0 % 17%. 2 0 % 2 0 % 6 0 % 4 3 %
No 8 % 10% 10% 8 %
Total 2 0 % 5 0 % 2 0 % 4 2 % 3 0 % 17% 3 0 % 10 0 % 10 9 %
N et A lignm ent 3 0 % 2 2 % 1 3 % 3 0 % 1 3 % 5 2 %
C o m p o s i te  o f  All A lig n m en t  L eve ls  and  D o m a in s  3 9 %
W h en  ex am in in g  the N et A lig n m en t  cell o f  T ab le  26, s ing le  and  dou b le  conso l id a ted  
boards  each  had 30%  u n d e r  the P ersonne l  and Fiscal D om ains .  Further ,  w h e n  looking  a t  doub le  
conso l id a ted  boards  fo r  N et A lig n m en t  cell, the P ro g ra m  D om ain  had h ig h e r  a l ignm en t.  W h en  
ex am in in g  the N et A lig n m en t  cell un d er  the T o ta l co lu m n , do u b le  c o n so l id a te d  b o a rd s  ex ceeded  
single  conso l id a ted  boards  by  5 2 % , w hile  s ing le  c o n so l id a ted  b o a rd s  o n ly  d o m in a te d  do u b le  
conso l id a ted  b o a rd s  by  13%. T here fo re ,  dou b le  co n so l id a ted  b o a rd s  had 3 9 %  in the cell o f  the 
C o m p o s i te  o f  All A lignm en t Leve ls  and  D om ains .
T ab le  39 offe rs  the results  by a l ignm en t,  w h ich  are  lis ted  fro m  the h ighes t  level o f  
ag reem en t  to the lowest.
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Table 39
O ther Frequency o f  A ll P resid en ts’ R eported  Level o f  A greem ent A lignm ent Scores fo r  a ll Data
Level Total Percentage
Ideal 3 14%
High 3 14%
Moderate 1 5%
Low 13 59%
No 2 9%
In Table 39, the middle column represents the frequency score each alignment level 
received. M oderate and No Alignments held the two lowest percentages across all alignment 
levels and board types. W hen Moderate and No Alignment levels were com bined, together they 
ranked the sam e as Ideal and High Alignments.
All data were sorted by the levels o f  alignment. Figure 40 provides a chart o f  all levels 
o f  agreement alignment results, which were ranked from the highest percentage to the lowest by 
alignment levels.
_  70% 
|  60% 
§, 50% 
<  40% 
o 30% 
|  20%
c
oo
o
0-
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No H ish L ow Ideal M o d era te
□ n=59 59% 14% 14% 9% 5%
Figure 40. O ther frequency ol all Presidents ' reported level o f  agreem ent alignment scores.
In the chart above, No Alignment had the greatest frequency o f  agreem ent o f  the five 
levels while Ideal had the lowest. Presidents saw themselves or their boards as having strong
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disagreement or agreement in those jo in t functions as shown by their few Moderate responses.
When calculating Excellent (Ideal + High) and Poor (Low  + No) Alignment levels, the 
difference in the level o f agreement can be viewed from the perspective o f favorable and 
unfavorable alignments. Figure 41 offers these results by combined alignment levels.
£ 80% 
1 70% 
= 60% 
=  50% 
•_40%  
2 30% 
2P20%
c 10% 
o 0% 
om Excellent
n=59 27%
Figure 41. Other frequency o f Excellent (Ideal + High) and Poor (Low + No) Alignment o f 
presidents’ reported level o f agreement alignment scores.
The percentage o f Poor Alignment was almost triple that o f Excellent Alignment. This 
suggests that presidents perceived themselves substantially as more commonly misaligned with 
an unfavorable distribution o f responsibility w ith their boards than aligned w ith favorable 
distribution o f responsibility for other frequency.
Summary
This study compiled and analyzed results from the quantitative data that provided 
observations into relationships among university presidents’ perceptions and their state board 
structures. 1 he data demonstrated that each state board structure had its own strengths and 
weaknesses across Fiscal, Program, Policy, and Personnel Domains. Table 40 illustrates the 
ranking o f each domain according to Ideal, High, Excellent, No, and Poor Alignments.
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M odera te  A lignm en t w as  not d iscussed  here  due  to its neutra li ty  with respect to a lignm ent.  V ery  
few responses  w ere  g iven  at the level o f  M odera te .  T ab le  4 0  prov ides  the ranking  o f  each 
do m a in  by a l ignm en t and board  types. T h e  ran k in g  w as  genera ted  by  the  score  each  board  
rece ived  from  each  a l ig n m en t  level.
T ab le  40
Single and Double Consolidated Boards' Ranking o f  Domain by Level o f  Alignment
Rank/
Board
Type
Is1
Single
Place
Double
2 ml
Single
Place
D ouble
3rd
Single
Place
Double
4lh
Single
Place
Double
Ideal P ro g ram Personnel Personnel P rogram Fiscal Fiscal Policy Policy
High Policy Fiscal P rogram Program Fiscal Policy Personnel Personnel
Low Program Personnel Policy Policy Personnel P ro g ram Fiscal Fiscal
No Program Personnel Policy Fiscal Fiscal P ro g ram Personnel Policy
Excellent P rogram Fiscal Fiscal P rogram Personnel Personnel Policy Policy
Poor Program Personnel Policy Pro g ram Personnel Policy Fiscal Fiscal
In T ab le  40 , s ing le  conso l id a ted  boards  h a d  so m e  sim ila r i t ies  with  dou b le  conso lida ted  
boards.  Both single  and do u b le  con so l id a ted  boards  had ex ac t ly  the sa m e  d o m a in s  in one o f  the 
ranks in each  a l ignm en t excep t  N o  A lig n m en t  in the fourth  rank. F u rthe r ,  in the th ird  place, each  
board  had the sa m e  d o m a in s  again  in Ideal and E xce llen t  A l ig n m e n ts .  In the first rank, the 
P rog ram  D om ain  repea ted ly  ap peared  fo r  s ing le  co n so l id a ted  b o a rd s  th ro u g h o u t  a l ignm en ts ,  
while  the  Personne l D om ain  d id  the sam e  for d o u b le  conso l id a ted  boards .  T h is  ind ica ted  the 
Program  D om ain  w as s ing le  co n so l id a ted  b o a rd s ’ s treng th ,  w hile  pe rsonne l  w as  doub le  
conso l id a ted  b o a rd s ’ s trength . O vera ll ,  rega rd less  o f  all the d if fe ren ces  be tw een  both  boards ,  
60%  o f  the  part ic ipan ts  w e re  sa tis f ied  w ith  the a l ig n m en t  o f  d ec is ion  m ak in g  b e tw een  
them se lv es  and  the ir  s tate  b o a rd s  s truc tu re  in the ir  perceptions.
A f te r  ca lcu la t in g  the net a l ig n m en t  ave rage  b e tw een  both  b o a rd s  by d o m a in  and  
a l ignm en t,  the resu lt  is p resen ted  in T ab le  41.
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T able  41
The Average Score Double Exceeds Single Consolidated Boards by Domain and by Alignment
D om ain /A lig n m en t Ideal High Low No E xcellen t Poor A verage
Fiscal 8% -2% 6% -1% 3% 3% 3%
Program 13% -11% 2% 2% 0% 2% 1%
Policy 3% -9% -1% 6% -3% 2% 0%
Personnel 16% -10% -7% -6% 3% -6% -2%
A verage 10% -8% 0% 0 % 1% 0% 0%
D om ain  A verage___________________________________________________________________________ 0%
In T ab le  41 , the h ighest d if fe rence  w as  16% in the  Personne l D om ain  for Ideal 
A lignm en t,  w hile  the  sm alles t  d if fe rence  w as  0 %  in the  P ro g ram  d o m a in  fo r  Excellent 
A lignm ent.  T here  w as  no d iffe rence  be tw een  s ing le  and  do u b le  c o n so l id a ted  boards  by  do m a in  
and by a l ig n m en t  in net a l ignm en t average.
F igures  38 (p. 131) and 39 (p. 135) can be d iscu ssed  e i th e r  by  func tion  or  by a lignm ent.  
B y func tion , dou b le  conso l id a ted  boards  had  75%  o f  the func tions  w ith  o v e r  5%  m ore  Positive  
A lig n m e n t  leav ing  s ing le  conso l id a ted  boards  w ith  25%  o f  the  func tions  w ith  o v e r  5 %  m ore 
Positive A lignm en t.  S ing le  conso l id a ted  boards  had  67%  o f  the func tions  w ith  o v e r  5%  m ore  
N egative  A lig n m en t  leav ing  33%  o f  the rem ain ing  neg a t iv e ly  a ligned  fu n c t io n s  g rea te r  th an  5%  
to the dou b le  conso l id a ted  boards.
By a l ignm en t,  in Positive A lig n m en t ,  at the o v e r  5 %  d if fe ren ce  level, bo th  b o a rd s  had 
about the sa m e  n u m b e r  o f  g en era l-o r ien ted  func tions ,  but dou b le  c o n so l id a te d  b o a rd s  had  m ore 
than three tim es as m a n y  par t icu la r-o rien ted  fu n c t io n s  as s ing le  c o n so l id a te d  b o a rd s  did. In 
N egative  A lig n m en t ,  at the  o v e r  5%  d iffe rence  level, s ing le  co n so l id a ted  boards  had  tw o t im es  as 
m a n y  genera l-o r ien ted  fu n c t io n s  as d o u b le  c o n so l id a ted  b o a rd s  did, w h ile  do u b le  c o n so l id a ted  
b o a rd s  had a lm ost  tw o t im es  as m a n y  p a r t icu la r -o r ien ted  func tions  as s in g le  c o n so l id a ted  boards  
did.
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T able  42 presents  a deta iled  o verv iew  o f  the d iffe rence  be tw een  the tw o  boards  by 
Positive and N egative  A lig n m en ts  in bo th  overall a l ig n m en t  and a l ignm en t that is d is t ingu ished  
by  m ore  than 5%  d ifferences .  In T ab le  42, D  s tan d s  fo r  doub le  con so l id a ted  boards,  S, s tands  for 
single  conso lida ted  boards ,  Pos s tands  fo r  Positive  A lig n m en t ,  w h ile  N eg  s tands  fo r  N egative  
A lignm ent.  C o m b in e d  D om ain  represen ts  the accu m u la ted  percen tages  across  do m ain s .  For 
ex am p le ,  in T ab le  42 , doub le  conso l id a ted  boards  in the Fiscal D om ain  had a 2 8 %  overall 
Positive A lignm en t score , w h ich  is the  accu m u la ted  score  from  func tions  that are above  the 
horizontal axis  in F igure  38 in the Fiscal D om ain  in Posit ive  A lig n m en t .  On the o th e r  hand , 
dou b le  conso lida ted  boards  e x ceed ed  the 5 %  score  level in Positive  A lig n m en t  by  a total o f  10% 
co m p ared  to 0 %  fo r  s ing le  conso l id a ted  boards .  T h is  p rov ided  tw o perspec tives  to co n s id e r  
w hen  in terpre ting  these  data, the cu m u la t iv e  that c o m b in e s  large with sm all  d if fe rences  be tw een  
boards,  and the  su m  o f  on ly  the d if fe ren ces  e x c e e d in g  the  5%  level.
T ab le  42
The Cumulative Difference between the Two Boards by Alignm ent and Domain
D om ain
Fiscal 
D S
P ro g ram  
D S
Policy  
D S
Personne l 
D S
C o m b in e d  
D  S
Overall
Pos
> 5%
2 8 %  5%  
10% 0%
68%  56%  
30%  28%
3%
0%
21%
3%
24%
4%
5%
0 %
123% 87%  
4 4 %  31%
Overall
Neg
> 5%
39%  9% 6 6 %  26% 19% 3% 3% 4 9 % 9 7 %  78%
12% 4 % 12% 5% 3% 0% 0% 27% 2 7 %  36%
In the Fiscal D om ain ,  dou b le  co n so l id a ted  boards  had a h igher  Posit ive  A lig n m e n t  score  
than single  co n so l id a ted  b o a rd s  in the o vera l l  sco re  and  the sco re  fo r  m ore  than  5 %  diffe rence . 
O n  the o th e r  h an d ,  do u b le  c o n so l id a ted  b o a rd s  a lso  had a h igher  N egative  A l ig n m e n t  sco re  than 
single  conso l id a ted  b o a rd s  in the overa ll  score  and in the score  for m ore  than 5 %  d if fe ren ce  in 
the Fiscal D o m a in .  In the P ro g ram  D o m a in ,  the  s a m e  si tua t ion  app lied , th o u g h  d o u b le
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consolidated boards exceeded single consolidated boards in Positive Alignment by a lesser 
magnitude than in the Fiscal Domain. In the Policy Domain, single consolidated boards had a 
higher Positive Alignment score than double consolidated boards in the overall score and in the 
score fo r more than 5 %. Furthermore, single consolidated boards had a less Negative Alignment 
score than double consolidated boards in the overall score and in the score for more than 5% 
difference giving single consolidated boards the most favorable position at all four perspectives 
in the Policy Domain. In the Personnel Domain, double consolidated boards had a higher 
Positive Alignment score than single consolidated boards in the overall score and in the score for 
more than 5 % difference. Additionally, single consolidated boards had a higher negative score 
than double consolidated boards in the overall score and in the score for more than 5% difference 
in the Personnel Domain. As can be seen in Table 42, Policy Domain and Personnel Domain 
were the reverse o f each other w ith single consolidated boards having the best relationship 
throughout the Policy Domain and double consolidated boards holding the best position in all 
four categories in the Personnel Domain. When all scores were combined across the table, 
double consolidated boards had a higher Positive Alignment score than single consolidated 
boards in the overall score and in the score for more than 5% difference, and had the least 
cumulative Negative Alignment for the functions over 5%. However, double consolidated 
boards did have more cumulative Negative Alignment than single consolidated boards.
In order to determine how much o f the cumulative levels in Positive and Negative 
Alignment were due to m inor amounts o f difference and how much were a result o f alignments 
of a magnitude that might either facilitate or hinder the decision making consistency between 
presidents and boards, one additional analysis was conducted. W ith regard to the cumulative 
amount ol dilference in the alignment o f decision making between boards, and presidents as
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perceived  by p residen ts ,  the cum u la t iv e  m ag n itu d e  ex ceed ing  5 %  diffe rence  w as  co m p u te d  and 
w as  deno ted  as p ro d u c tiv e  if the d iffe rence  w as  fo r  Positive  A lig n m en t  and p ro b le m a tic  if  the 
d ifference  w as  for nega tive  a lignm ent.  T h ese  p roduc tive  and p rob lem atic  levels w ere  then 
co m p ared  be tw een  boards  by  dom ain . See F igure  42  fo r  the  c o m p a r iso n  o f  p roduc tive  a l ignm ent 
o f  d o m a in s  by  board  type and F igure  43  fo r  p rob lem a tic  a l ignm en t,  p rod u c t iv e  a l ignm en t refers  
to  the cum u la t iv e  total o f  Positive A lig n m en ts  g rea te r  than 5%.
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■ Double C onsolidated B oards 26% 31% 0% 14% 26%
■ Single C onsolidated Boards 0% 33% 13% 0% 26%
F igure  42 . R e la t ionsh ip  o f  p roduc tive  a l ignm en t by  d o m a in  and  bo ard  type.
In F igure  42 , in the F iscal D o m a in ,  dou b le  co n so l id a ted  b o a rd s ’ P ro d u c t iv e  A lig n m e n t  
p rov ided  26%  o f  the ir  overa ll  Positive  A lig n m en t  in the Fiscal D o m ain ,  w h ile  single  
conso lida ted  b o a rd s ’ p roduc tive  a l ig n m en t  m ad e  no  d iffe rence  in total Positive  A lig n m en t .  For 
the  P ro g ram  D o m ain ,  do u b le  con so l id a ted  b o a r d s ’ p rod u c t iv e  a l ignm en t p ro v id ed  3 1 %  o f  the ir  
overall Positive  A lig n m e n t  in the P ro g ram  D o m a in ,  w hile  single  c o n so l id a ted  b o a rd s ’ p rod u c t iv e  
a l ig n m en t  cons ti tu ted  3 3 %  ol the ir  total Positive  A lig n m en t .  In the P o licy  D o m ain ,  doub le  
conso l id a ted  b o a rd s '  p ro d u c t iv e  a l ig n m en t  con s t i tu ted  0 %  o f  the ir  overa ll  pos itive  a l ignm en t,
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w hile  single  conso lida ted  b o a rd s ’ p roduc tive  a l ig n m en t  co n tr ibu ted  13% o f  the ir  overall Positive 
A lignm en t in the Policy  D o m ain ,  ind ica ting  s ing le  conso lida ted  boards  w ere  w ell pos i t ioned  in 
the Policy  D om ain  rela tive to doub le  conso l id a ted  boards. F o r  the  Personne l D o m a in ,  doub le  
conso lida ted  b o a rd s ’ p roduc tive  a l ignm en t rep resen ted  14% o f  the ir  overa ll  Positive  A lig n m en t ,  
w hile  single conso lida ted  b o a rd s ’ produc tive  a l ig n m en t  m ade  no d iffe rence  in the ir  total Positive 
A lignm en t in the Personnel D om ain ,  sugges t ing  do u b le  con so l id a ted  boards  w ere  well pos i t ioned  
relative to single  conso lida ted  boards  in the Personne l D om ain . For  the C o m b in e d  D om ain , each 
b o a rd 's  p roduc tive  a l ignm ent cons ti tu ted  26%  o f  the ir  overa ll  Positive  A lignm en t fo r  all 
do m ain s ,  so there w as  no d iffe rence  be tw een  the  tw o b o a rd s ’ p rod u c t iv e  func tions  in Positive  
A lignm en t w hen  the d o m a in s  are  ana lyzed  as a s ing le  construct.
F igure  43 d isp lays  the re la t ionsh ip  o f  p rob lem a tic  a l ig n m en t  by do m ain  and bo a rd  type, 
p rob lem atic  a l ignm en t refers  to  the  cu m u la t iv e  total o f  N eg a tive  A l ig n m e n ts  g rea te r  than 5%.
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Fiscal Program Policy Personnel Combined
■ Double Consolidated Boards 24% 15% 14% 0% 22%
■Single Consolidated Boards 31% 16% 0% 36% 32%
Figure 43. R e la t ionsh ip  o f  p ro b lem a tic  a l ig n m en t  by d o m a in  and  b o a rd  type.
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In F ig u re  4 3 ,  in th e  F isca l  D o m a in ,  d o u b le  c o n s o l id a te d  b o a r d s ’ P r o b le m a t ic  A l ig n m e n t  
p r o v id e d  2 4 %  o f  th e  o v e ra l l  n e g a t iv e  a l ig n m e n t  in th e  F isca l  D o m a in ,  w h i le  s in g le  c o n s o l id a te d  
b o a r d s ’ p r o b le m a t ic  a l ig n m e n t  p r o v id e d  3 1 %  o f  th e  to ta l  N e g a t iv e  A l ig n m e n t .  F o r  th e  P r o g r a m  
D o m a in ,  d o u b le  c o n s o l id a te d  b o a r d s ’ p r o b le m a t ic  a l ig n m e n t  c o n s t i tu t e d  15%  o f  th e  o v e ra l l  
N e g a t iv e  A l ig n m e n t  in th e  P r o g r a m  D o m a in ,  w h i le  s in g le  c o n s o l id a te d  b o a r d s ’ p r o b le m a t ic  
a l ig n m e n t  m a d e  u p  16%  o f  th e  to ta l  n e g a t iv e  a l ig n m e n t .  T h e  d i f f e r e n c e  b e t w e e n  th e  tw o  b o a r d s ’ 
p r o b le m a t ic  a l ig n m e n t  in th e  P r o g r a m  D o m a i n  w a s  m in o r .
F o r  th e  P o l ic y  D o m a in ,  d o u b le  c o n s o l id a t e d  b o a r d s ’ p r o b le m a t i c  a l i g n m e n t  p r o v id e d  
14%  o f  th e  o v e ra l l  N e g a t iv e  A l ig n m e n t  in th e  P o l ic y  D o m a i n ,  w h i le  s in g le  c o n s o l id a te d  b o a r d s ’ 
p r o b le m a t ic  a l i g n m e n t  c o n s t i tu t e d  0 %  to  th e  to ta l  N e g a t iv e  A l ig n m e n t ,  m e a n in g  d o u b le  
c o n s o l id a te d  b o a r d s  w e r e  w e a k  in th e  P o l ic y  D o m a i n  w i th  r e s p e c t  to  h ig h e r  le v e ls  o f  n e g a t iv e  
a l ig n m e n t .  In th e  P e r s o n n e l  D o m a i n ,  d o u b le  c o n s o l id a t e d  b o a r d s ’ p r o b le m a t i c  a l ig n m e n t  m a d e  
n o  d i f f e r e n c e  in th e  o v e r a l l  N e g a t iv e  A l ig n m e n t  in th e  P e r s o n n e l  D o m a i n ,  w h i le  s in g le  
c o n s o l id a te d  b o a r d s ’ p r o b le m a t i c  a l i g n m e n t  c o n s t i t u t e d  3 6 %  o f  th e  o v e ra l l  p r o b le m a t i c  
a l ig n m e n t ,  s u g g e s t in g  d o u b le  c o n s o l id a te d  b o a r d s  d o m in a te d  in th e  P e r s o n n e l  D o m a i n .
F o r  th e  C o m b i n e d  D o m a in ,  d o u b le  c o n s o l id a t e d  b o a r d s ’ p r o b le m a t i c  a l i g n m e n t  p r o v id e d  
2 2 %  ol th e  o v e ra l l  N e g a t iv e  A l ig n m e n t  f o r  all d o m a in s ,  w h i le  s in g le  c o n s o l id a t e d  b o a r d s ’ 
p r o b le m a t ic  a l i g n m e n t  m a d e  u p  3 2 %  o f  th e  to ta l  N e g a t iv e  A l ig n m e n t .  T h i s  w o u ld  in d ic a te  tha t,  
in c o m p a r i s o n  to  d o u b le  c o n s o l id a te d  b o a r d  p r e s id e n t s ,  p r e s id e n t s  u n d e r  s in g le  c o n s o l id a te d  
b o a r d s  e x p e r i e n c e d  m o r e  n e g a t iv e  a l ig n m e n t ,  m e a n i n g  th e y  p e r c e iv e d  h ig h e r  le v e ls  o f  d i f f e r e n c e  
b e t w e e n  th e i r  b o a r d s '  p r e f e r e n c e s  a n d  th e i r  o w n  r e g a r d in g  d i s t r ib u t io n  o f  d e c i s io n  m a k in g  
re sp o n s ib i l i t i e s .
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C H A P T E R  FIV E  
C O N C L U S IO N S  
Introduction
T h e  rev iew  o f  research  sh o w ed  that m ore  than h a l f  o f  un iversity  p re s id e n ts ’ p rofessional 
t im e  w as  spent on add ress ing  rela tions w ith  the ir  s ta te  h ig h e r  educa tion  boards  (M agu ire  
A ssoc ia t ion , 2006). T hus ,  there  w as  a need  to  inves tiga te  the re la tionsh ip  b e tw een  the 
perception  o f  locus  o f  dec is ion  m a k in g  o f  u n ive rs i ty  pres iden ts  and their  s ta te s ’ h ig h e r  educa tion  
board  structure . T he  degree  to w h ich  peop le  in those  d iffe ren t pos i t ions  e ffec tive ly  w ork  tow ard  
the sam e end is re f lec ted  in state h ig h e r  ed u ca t io n  board  responsib il i t ies  shared  with the 
un iversity  president (M cG u in n ess ,  2005 ; M o r t im e r  &  M cC o n n e l l .  2001). T h e re  are fou r  areas  o f  
s tate  h igher  educa tion  bo ard  p o w ers  that requ ire  un iversity  p re s id e n ts ’ partic ipa tion : (a) fiscal,
(b) acad em ic  p rog ram s,  (c) po licy , a n d  (d) personne l .  T h e  m e th o d o lo g y  u til ized  a se lf­
construc ted  ce n su s  in a cco rd an ce  w ith  the literature  and n ine types  o f  un ivers i t ies  and nine types  
ot assoc ia te  co lleges  identif ied  in the C a rn e g ie  C lass if ica t ion . T h e  conten t va lid ity  w as 
u l t im a te ly  d e te rm in ed  by  un ivers i ty  p res iden ts  them selves .  V ar iab les  w e re  bo ard  type as the 
independen t variab le  and, as d ep en d en t  variab les ,  u n ive rs i ty  p re s id en ts '  r e sp o n ses  ind ica ting  
the ir  p re fe rred  dec is ion  m ak in g  and  the ir  percep t io n s  o f  s tate h igher  edu ca t io n  boards .  O f  the 
146 un ivers i ty  p res iden ts  e l ig ib le  to  partic ipa te  in the study , 121 p rov ided  a re sp o n se  (83% ); 
how ever ,  about hall ol the  p res iden ts ,  i.e., 59  pres iden ts  (4 0 % )  p rov ided  a response  for all 
questions.
Syn thes is  o f  the F ind ings  
T he  initial phase  ol the ana lys is  o f  d a ta  ind ica ted  da ta  w o u ld  sh o w  tha t  p res iden ts  
genera l ly  pe rce ived  them se lv es  as hav in g  m uch  m ore  E xcellen t than  P o o r  A l ig n m e n t  rega rd ing
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the locus o f  decis ion  m ak ing  with the ir  boa rds  rega rd less  o f  board  type (F igure  8, p. 85). 
H ow ever ,  w hen  the h ighest  level o f  a lignm ent,  Ideal, w as co m p u te d  by  board  type, doub le  
conso lida ted  boards  had near ly  tw ice  as m u ch  Ideal A lig n m en t  as d id  s ing le  conso lida ted  boards. 
A lthough  this gave  the clear  im press ion  that d o u b le  con so l id a ted  boards  w o u ld  d o m ina te  
consis ten tly ,  the d ifference  q u ick ly  van ished  w h en  the  top  tw o  levels o f  ag reem en t  w ere 
co m b in ed  into a ca tego ry  ca lled  E xcellen t A lignm en t.  F u r th e rm o re ,  w hen  the tw o  low est levels 
o f  a l ignm ent w ere  co llapsed  into a single  ca tego ry , that is, P o o r  A lig n m en t ,  there  w ere  no 
diffe rences  to  be found be tw een  e i the r  board  type  (F igure  9, p. 87).
T he  next phase  exp lo red  this seem in g  lack o f  d iffe rences  be tw een  board  types  regard ing  
the ir  p re s id en ts ’ pe rcep tions  o f  the locus o f  d ec is ion  m ak ing .  T h e  ana lys is  p ro ceed ed  to break 
d o w n  these  a l ig n m en t  levels in o rde r  to  d e te rm in e  if  the ir  near ly  identical averages  m asked  
d iffe rences  be tw een  d o m a in s  and w ith in  d o m a in s  by func tions .  F igure  10 (p. 89) sh o w ed  that 
w hen  all da ta  w ere  ex am in ed ,  the d o m a in s  d e f in i te ly  took  on a h ie ra rchy , e v id e n c in g  substan tia l  
contrast  w ith in  both  Excellent and Poor  A lignm ents .
W h en  these  da ta  w ere  fu r th e r  d isag g reg a ted  by  bo a rd  type , so m e  d if fe ren ces  betw een  
board  types b e c a m e  apparen t.  F igure  13 (p. 98) sh o w s  that the eq ua li ty  be tw een  b o a rd  types  in 
Excellent A lig n m en t  overall no ted  in F igure  9 ac tua lly  ex is ted  in ju s t  one  d o m a in ,  specif ica lly ,  
the P ro g ram  D om ain ,  w hile  the tw o  board  types  varied  in the o th e r  three d o m a in s  such as Fiscal, 
Policy , and Personnel.
Figure 15 (p. 101) m ak es  the sam e  c o m p a r iso n  fo r  P oo r  A lig n m e n t  by b reak in g  d o w n  the 
overall P oo r  A lignm en t g raphed  in F igu re  9 by d o m a in  fo r  bo th  bo ard  types. Just as Excellent 
A lignm en t overa ll  w as  in d is t ingu ishab le  by bo ard  type but q u ite  d iffe ren t  w h e n  an a ly z e d  by 
dom ain ,  the overall qua li ty  o f  P o o r  A lig n m en t  by b o a rd  type w as  even  m o re  varied  w hen
151
ex am in ed  by dom ain .
T h e  next level o f  ana lys is  de te rm ined  w hich  specific  func tions  w ere  respons ib le  fo r  the 
variabili ty  in d om ains  by  board  type  in the levels o f  bo th  Positive  and N eg a tive  A lignm en ts .  In 
addition , func tions  w ere  ca tego rized  by  o r ien ta tion  as par t icu la r  o r  general type o f  responsib ili ty , 
and related d iffe rences  be tw een  board  types  w ere  assessed . T h ese  func tions  w ere  then identified 
in a varie ty  o f  w ays  and d isp layed  in T ab le  31 (p. 106).
A final investigation prov ided  an add itiona l perspec tive  on  the m a n y  d iffe rences  that had 
em erg ed  be tw een  boards  by  do m a in  and function . F o r  each  func tion , the d iffe rence  be tw een  
board  types in the ir  m ag n itu d e  o f  E xcellen t A lig n m en t  w as  ass igned  to the board  type w ith  the 
grea te r  m agn itude  and w as  deno ted  as Positive  A lignm en t.  T h e  sa m e  c o m p u ta t io n  w as  m ade for 
Poo r  A lignm en t and again , the bo a rd  type hav in g  the  g rea tes t  m ag n i tu d e  o f  P oo r  A lig n m en t  w as 
ass igned  the d iffe rence , w h ich  w as den o ted  as N eg a tive  A lig n m en t .  T h ese  results  are d isp layed  
in F igure  38 (p. 131) and  Figure 39 (p. 135) respectively .
T h ese  f ind ings  p rov ided  overa ll  c a lcu la t ions  o f  the m ag n itu d e  o f  the  d iffe rence  in 
Positive and N egative  A lig n m e n ts  by  d o m a in ;  how ever ,  they  do  not sepa ra te  the sm alle r ,  less 
im por tan t  dev ia t ions  in a l ignm en t from  the s t ro n g e r  a l ignm en t levels, thus  c o n cea l in g  those  areas 
w here  pres iden ts  will f ind  g rea te r  levels  o f  a l ig n m en t  and those  areas  in w h ich  p res iden ts  will 
f ind  s tronger  levels ol m isa l ignm en t.  A n  add it iona l  ana lys is  e l im in a te s  the m in o r  Positive  and 
N egative  A lignm en ts ,  those  fu n c t io n s  fa ll ing  w ith in  the ±  5 %  belt. T he  m a g n itu d e  o f  the 
positive  ag reem en t  lying b eyond  the 5%  belt ( the P roductive  A lig n m en t)  a n d  b ey o n d  the nega tive  
5%  belt (the P ro b lem a tic  A lig n m e n t)  w as  ca lcu la ted . T h is  p rov ided  an add itiona l m ean s  to 
de te rm in e  the m ost fav o rab le  bo a rd  type by  d o m a in  and  overa ll  fo r  all do m ain s .  T h e  co n c lu s io n s  
that fo llow  can be v a lida ted  fro m  F igu res  38, 39, 4 0 ,  and 41 as well as T ab le  42.
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Function  frequency  pa tte rns  re leased  so m e  in teresting  findings. W ith in  each  dom ain , 
eve ry  function  p ossessed  a genera l o r  par t icu la r  orien ta tion . T h e  pattern  unve iled  the specific  
func tions  lead in g  to un ivers i ty  p res id en ts ’ pe rcep tions  o f  decis ion  m ak in g  a l ignm en t w ith  the ir  
state boards. See T ab le  43  fo r  deta iled  in fo rm ation .
T ab le  43
Detail Function Frequency Distribution by Board Type, Function Orientation, and Domain
Board Type
Function
O rientation
D om ain Function
3. A u th o r iz in g  exp en d i tu re s  on  ex is t ing  facilities
Fiscal 7. N ego tia t in g  priorit ies  fo r  h ig h e r  e duca tion  in state 
budge ts
10. A p p ro v in g  o r  re jec t ing  req u es ts  to  estab lish  new
Single
C onso lida ted
B oards
P
P rog ram
p ro g ram s
13. A p p ro v in g  o r  re jec t ing  co u rse  offe r ings
18. E s tab l ish in g  research  po lic ies  and secu r in g  patents
25. Se tt ing  en ro l lm en t  levels
26. D eve lo p in g  rec ip rocal  o r  e x ch an g e  p ro g ram s
Policy 33. C rea t in g  facu lty  co llec t ive  barg a in in g  po lic ies
Personnel
35. Se tting  o th e r  o ff icers ' sa laries  bes ides  un iversity  
p res iden t
36. E s tab lish ing  pe rsonne l  g u ide lines  fo r  your  
institution
G
Program
15. E s tab l ish in g  c red i t  t ransfe r  po lic ies  o r  p rocedures  
19. R e v iew in g  p ro g ram s  o ffe red  in-sta te  by  ou t-o f-s ta te
Policy
insti tu tions
32. M ak in g  long  range b u ild ing  po lic ies
Fiscal
2. A u th o r iz in g  the c rea t ion  o f  new  fac ili t ies
8. Setting  sa lary  a d ju s tm e n t  rate
P rog ram
14. M ain ta in in g  an inven to ry  o f  p ro g ram s  o r  cou rses  
21. E s tab l ish in g  s tuden t  a c h ie v e m en t  g u id e l in e s  or  
s tandards
D ouble P Policy 1. F o rm in g  non -res iden t  s tuden t  po lic ies
C onso lida ted 37. G ran t in g  an d /o r  d e n y in g  tenure
Boards
Personnel
38. S e lec t ing , d e s ign ing ,  and  e s tab lish ing  e m p lo y e e  
benefit  p lans and  re la ted  p ro g ram s 
40 . G ra n t in g  o r  d en y in g  req u es ts  fo r  leaves o f  ab sen ce  
o r  sabba tica ls
G Fiscal 5. P u rch as in g  real and persona l  p roperty  for the 
insti tu tion
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Board Type
Function
O rientation
D om ain Function
Fiscal
1. R ev iew ing  budget  requests  o f  y o u r  institu tion  and 
m ak in g  independen t reco m m en d a t io n s  to  the  g o v e rn o r  
o r  legisla ture
6. Setting  tuition and fees at y o u r  institution
P Program
9. R ev iew in g  and /o r  te rm in a t in g  ex is t ing  p rog ram s 
12. R ev iew in g  curricu la
16. D e v e lo p in g  m iss ion  s ta tem en t o f  yo u r  institu tion
22. C o n fe rr in g  degrees
23. E s tab lish ing  po lic ies  and regu la tions  for your  
institution
24. A p p ro v in g  a n d /o r  re jec t ing  ad m iss io n s  s tandards , 
o r  d ev e lo p in g  ad m iss io n s  s tandards
S & D  Boards
Personnel
39. A d o p tin g  incentive  o r  rew ard  p ro g ram s for 
e m p lo y e e  exce llence
41. M ak in g  faculty  h ir ing , p rom o tio n ,  and re t irem ent 
po lic ies
Fiscal 4. C on tro l l in g  and  m a n a g in g  insti tu tional p roperty
17. E va lua ting  the  e f fec tiveness  o f  y o u r  insti tu tion
G
P rogram
20. A p p ro v in g  an d /o r  re jec ting  o f f -cam p u s  p ro g ram s 
o ffe red  by  yo u r  insti tu tion
27. Favoring  m ark e t  o r  access ib i l i ty  dr iven  p ro g ram s
Policy
28. Iden tify ing  and ran k in g  o f  s ta tew ide  h igher  
educa tion  priorities
29. C o n d u c t in g  m as te r  p lan n in g  fo r  h ig h e r  educa tion  
34. A d v is in g  h ig h e r  ed u ca t io n  law  m ak in g
T he  initial analysis  o f  general and  par t icu la r -o r ien ted  func tions  d id  not reveal a n y  im portan t 
f indings. H ow ever ,  as fu r the r  analysis  w as  co n d u c ted ,  u ti l iz ing  the  d isc r im in a t io n  o f  genera l and 
par t icu la r-o rien ta t ion  func tions  b e c a m e  critical.
C o n c lu s io n s
T h e  l ind ings  in the overa ll  da ta  w o u ld  ind ica te  there  w as  ve ry  little d if fe rence  be tw een  
board  types, taken  as a w hole .  F o r  e x am p le ,  the pe rcen tag e  o f  p ro d u c t iv e  a l ig n m en t  w as  e x ac tly  
the sam e  (26% ) fo r  each  bo ard  type  (F igu re  42 , p. 145). H o w ev e r ,  upon  e x a m in in g  h o w  these 
averages  w ere  fo rm ed  as data , a n u m b e r  o f  in te res t ing  co n c lu s io n s  fo l low ed  from  the va r ia t ions  
a m o n g  the d o m a in s  and func tions .  T h e se  c o n c lu s io n s  are  as fo llow ed .
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Fiscal Domain
D o u b le  c o n s o l id a te d  b o a r d s  e x c e e d e d  s in g le  c o n s o l id a te d  b o a r d s  in to ta l  P o s i t iv e  
A l ig n m e n t  a n d  P ro d u c t iv e  A l ig n m e n t ,  a n d  h ad  le ss  P r o b le m a t ic  A l ig n m e n t  in d e c is io n  m a k in g  
r e sp o n s ib i l i t ie s .  H o w e v e r ,  d o u b le  c o n s o l id a te d  b o a r d s  d id  h a v e  m o r e  o v e ra l l  N e g a t iv e  
A l ig n m e n t  in th e  F isca l  D o m a in  th a n  s in g le  c o n s o l id a te d  b o a r d s  d id ,  th o u g h  m u c h  o f  tha t  
N e g a t iv e  A l ig n m e n t  w a s  th e  a c c u m u la t io n  o f  m in o r  d i f f e r e n c e s  w i th  s in g le  c o n s o l id a te d  b o a rd s .  
N e v e r th e le s s ,  d o u b le  c o n s o l id a te d  b o a r d s  c a n  b e  th o u g h t  to  b e  m o r e  f a v o r a b le  f o r  a l ig n m e n t  o f  
d e c is io n  m a k in g  r e s p o n s ib i l i t i e s  in th e  F isca l  D o m a in .
Fiscal Domain
In th e  P r o g r a m  D o m a i n ,  th e  tw o  ty p e s  o f  b o a r d s  h a d  id e n t ic a l  o v e r a l l  P o s i t iv e  A l ig n m e n t  
a n d  n e a r ly  id e n t ic a l  P ro d u c t iv e  A l ig n m e n t .  In a d d i t io n ,  b o th  b o a r d s  h a d  a lm o s t  th e  s a m e  leve l  o f  
o v e ra l l  N e g a t iv e  A l ig n m e n t  a n d  P r o b le m a t ic  A l ig n m e n t .  W h i l e  th e s e  f in d in g s  w o u ld  s u g g e s t  
n e i th e r  b o a rd  h a d  an  a d v a n ta g e  o v e r  th e  o th e r  b o a r d  f ro m  th e  p r e s i d e n t s ’ p e r s p e c t iv e s ,  th e re  are  
c l e a r ly  m a n y  in d iv id u a l  f u n c t i o n s  th a t  w e r e  h ig h ly  f a v o r a b le  to  o n e  b o a r d  o r  a n o t h e r  w i th in  th e  
d o m a in ,  a s  e v i d e n c e d  in F ig u re s  3 8  a n d  39 . T h e  c o n c lu s i o n  r e g a r d in g  th e  p r o p e r  d i s p o s i t io n  o f  
th is  d o m a in  is d e p e n d e n t  o n  th e  in d iv id u a l  f u n c t io n s  r a th e r  th a n  a  c o m p o s i t e  d o m a in .
Policy Domain
P o l ic y  D o m a i n  p r o v id e d  y e t  a n o t h e r  c o n f ig u r a t io n  o f  a l ig n m e n ts .  S in g le  c o n s o l id a te d  
b o a r d s  s u b s t a n t i a l ly  e x c e e d e d  d o u b le  c o n s o l id a te d  b o a r d s  in o v e r a l l  P o s i t iv e  A l ig n m e n t  a n d  
P r o d u c t iv e  A l ig n m e n t  a n d  h a d  s u b s t a n t i a l ly  le ss  o v e ra l l  N e g a t iv e  A l ig n m e n t  a n d  P r o b le m a t ic  
A l ig n m e n t  th a n  d o u b le  c o n s o l id a t e d  b o a r d s .  T h e  c o n c lu s i o n  e a s i l y  f o l lo w s  th a t  p r e s id e n t s  
s e r v in g  w i th  s in g le  c o n s o l id a t e d  b o a r d s  h a d  a  m u c h  m o r e  h a r m o n i o u s  d i s t r ib u t io n  o f  d e c i s io n  
m a k in g  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  in th e  P o l ic y  D o m a i n  th a n  th o s e  p r e s id e n t s  w h o  s e rv e d  w i th  d o u b le
conso lida ted  boards.
Personnel Domain
T he final do m a in  dealt w ith  responsib ili t ies  related to personnel. P residen ts  re sponded  to 
this do m a in  in the sam e  pattern  as the  Policy  D om ain ,  tha t  is, one  board  type  eas i ly  do m in a ted  
the other. H ow ever ,  in the case  o f  personne l ,  the f ind ings  w ere  reversed  from  that o f  policy. 
C o m p ared  to pres iden ts  un d e r  s ing le  conso lida ted  boards,  the  pres iden ts  un d e r  double  
conso lida ted  boards  perce ived  their  boards  substan tia l ly  m ore  favo rab ly  in a l ignm ent o f  decis ion  
m ak in g  responsib ili t ies  in overall Positive  A lig n m en t  and  P roduc tive  A lignm en t.  T h e y  also 
perce ived  their  b oa rds  as hav ing  substan tia l ly  less N egative  A lig n m en t  than d id  pres iden ts  under  
s ing le  conso lida ted  boards .  D ouble  conso l id a ted  b o a rd s  c lea r ly  p ro v id ed  a g rea te r  degree  o f  
a l ig n m en t  w ith  pres iden ts  than  d id  single  co n so l id a ted  boards  w ith in  the d o m a in  o f  personnel.
Synopsis
W hen  d a ta  w ere  co m b in e d  for all fac to rs  used in the  ana lys is ,  dou b le  co n so l id a ted  boards  
had m uch  m ore  overall Positive  A lig n m en t  than s ing le  conso l id a ted  boards  d id , but w hen 
e x a m in e d  by p rod u c t iv e  a l ignm en t,  that is, a l ig n m en t  w ith  m ore  than m in o r  positive  d ifferences,  
there w as  no d iffe rence  be tw een  board  types . W h e n  e x am in ed  by  N eg a t iv e  A lig n m en t  across  all 
data, s ing le  conso lida ted  boards  had less overa ll  N eg a tive  A lig n m en t  but m o re  P rob lem atic  
A lig n m en t  than doub le  conso l id a ted  boards .  T h ese  genera l f ind ings  a llow  for the con c lu s io n  that 
dou b le  conso lida ted  boards have  a d o u b le  a d v an tag e  o v e r  s ing le  co n so l id a ted  b o a rd s  with  
respect to  the a l ignm en t o f  dec is ion  m ak ing ; how ever ,  such  a b ro ad  co n c lu s io n  m isses  the 
e ssen ce  o f  the in te rp lay  be tw een  bo a rd  types and  h ig h e r  ed u c a t io n  p residen ts .
T he  conc lus ion  that re su lted  fro m  all o f  the f ind ings  is that p res iden ts  u n d e r  single 
conso lida ted  boards  can  expec t  to have a m o re  h a rm o n io u s  re la t ionsh ip  w ith  the ir  boards  with
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respect to the d is tr ibu tion  o f  po licy  responsibili t ies . Presidents  un d er  dou b le  conso lida ted  boards 
had the sam e re la t ionsh ip  with the ir  boards  fo r  the Personne l D om ain  tha t  p res iden ts  un d er  single  
conso lida ted  boards  had for the Policy  D om ain . T h e  fiscal responsib il i t ies  tended  to  be  m ore  
favorab le  to doub le  conso lida ted  boards ,  bu t not u nequ ivoca lly  so, that is, p res iden ts  with  double  
conso lida ted  boards w o u ld  have  so m e  fiscal func tions  in w h ich  they had  s trong  a l ignm en t with  
the ir  boards,  but o ther  fiscal func tions  in w hich  there  w ere  substan tia l  m isa l ig n m en t  issues.
S ingle  conso lida ted  boards,  on the o ther  hand , e x p e r ien ced  lo w er  levels  o f  bo th  Positive  and 
N egative  A lignm ents .  T he  P rog ram  D om ain  p ro v id ed  a  high level o f  variab ili ty  am ong  
functions,  leav ing  the d e te rm ina tion  o f  p referred  board  type  for this do m a in  to be a considera t ion  
o f  each  individual function .
T herefo re ,  the a l ignm en t o f  the d iv is ion  o f  re sponsib il i t ie s  across  all d o m a in s  is very 
m u ch  different be tw een  board  types  thereby  not a l lo w in g  fo r  v iew in g  the a l ignm en t o f  decis ion  
m a k in g  responsib ili t ies  through  the pe rcep tions  o f  p res iden ts  w ith  respect to the ir  board  types  to 
be a un il ied  construc t .  For tw o of the fou r  d o m a in s ,  po licy  and  personne l ,  the board  types 
c learly  d iffered , sugges ting  that these d o m a in s  d id  represen t  ind iv idua l  co n s tru c ts  b ased  upon 
board  types. H ow ever ,  the  f ind ings  for the P ro g ram  D o m ain  w ere  so var ied  that w hen  v iew ed  
from  the perspec tives  o f  board  types, the d iv is ion  o f  re sponsib il i t ie s  be tw een  b o a rd s  and 
pres iden ts  fo llow ed from  each  ind iv idual func tion  ra ther  than  a construc t  that co u ld  be  th o u g h t  o f  
as P rogram  D om ain . T he  Fiscal D om ain  w as  a hyb r id  be tw een  the Po licy  and  Personnel 
D o m ain s  tha t  fo rm ed  individual construc ts  and  the P ro g ram  D om ain  that w as  a co llec t ion  o f  
individual func tions  that w ere  not p red o m in a te ly  a ssoc ia ted  w ith  one  bo ard  type o r  the other.
C o n sequen tly ,  p res iden ts  un d e r  d ou b le  c o n so l id a ted  b o a rd s  w o u ld  ex p ec t  to  f ind  the 
d iv is ion  ol responsib il i t ies  fo r  p ersonne l  to be ve ry  func tiona l;  fo r  policy , a subs tan tia l  effort
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m ay be  necessary  to m ain ta in  a level o f  h a rm o n y  w ith  the board; for fiscal, so m e  particu lar  
functions w o u ld  m irro r  the h a rm o n y  o f  personnel and  o ther  func tions  w ou ld  be  less ha rm on ious ;  
and finally, fo r  p ro g ram m atic  issues, the level o f  ag reem en t  w o u ld  va ry  on a function  by 
function basis. P res iden ts  un d er  s ing le  conso lida ted  boards ,  on the  o th e r  h and , w o u ld  f ind  the 
reverse  s i tua tion  o f  the ir  coun te rpa r ts  in doub le  conso l id a ted  boards  fo r  po licy  and personne l,  
so m ew h a t  the  sam e  in fiscal, and ex ac tly  the sam e  in p ro g ram m atic  issues, though  for d iffe ren t 
functions.
R e c o m m e n d a t io n s
T h is  section  p rov ides  the im p lica t ions  o f  this research  on state h ig h e r  ed u ca t io n  board  
s truc tu re  and m ak es  reco m m en d a t io n s  regard ing  h ig h e r  ed u ca t io n  institu tion  pres iden ts  and  the 
theory  and practice  o f  m a in ta in ing  a l ig n m en t  with the ir  state h ig h e r  educa tion  boards .  As Figure 
8 (p. 85) po in ted  out, 6 0 %  o f  the p res iden ts  con s id e red  th em se lv es  as hav ing  Excellent 
A lignm en t w ith  the ir  s tate  b o a rd s  in dec is ion  m a k in g  responsib il i t ies ,  w hile  37%  o f  the 
pres iden ts  c ons ide red  they had P oor  A lig n m en t  in dec is ion  m a k in g  responsib il i t ies .  In the  Fiscal 
D om ain ,  dou b le  conso lida ted  b o a rd s  had the  m o s t  h a rm o n io u s  and d ish a rm o n io u s  re la t ionships  
with  the ir  p residen ts .  T here fo re ,  p res iden ts  hav in g  dou b le  co n so l id a ted  boards  can  ex p ec t  a 
so m ew h a t  be tte r  level o f  a l ignm ent with  the ir  b o a rd s  overall in the Fiscal D o m a in ,  bu t p res iden ts  
w ho  w ork  un d e r  d ou b le  conso l id a ted  b o a rd s  w o u ld  do  well to app ly  e x tra  e ffort  to  d ev e lo p  a 
favorab le  d is tr ibu tion  o f  dec is ion  m a k in g  responsib il i t ie s  regard ing  those  specif ic  fiscal 
func tions  in w hich  the ir  boards  sh o w  a s trong  d isag reem en t.
Func tions  in  the Fiscal D o m a in  that p ro v id ed  a good  w o rk in g  level o f  a l ig n m en t  w ere  the 
au thoriza t ion  of the c rea t ion  o f  new  facilities , the  pu rch ase  o f  real and pe rsona l  p ro p er ty  fo r  the 
insti tu tion , and the negotia tion  o f  priorit ies  for h ig h e r  ed u ca t io n  in state b u d g e t  dec is ions .  O ne
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function, the se tt ing  o f  sa lary  ad jus tm en t rate, w as  the function m ost likely to present p rob lem s 
in shared  dec is ion  m ak ing  responsib ili ty  be tw een  doub le  conso lida ted  boards  and  their 
p residents. S ingle  conso lida ted  boards  did not exh ib it  any  s trength  in this do m a in  but a lso  had 
on ly  one function  caus ing  a P rob lem atic  A lig n m en t  d iff icu lty  with the ir  p residen ts ,  that is, the 
au thoriza t ion  o f  the c rea t ion  o f  new  facilities. N otab ly , this function  w as  w h e re  doub le  
conso lida ted  boards  e x ceed ed  the single  conso l id a ted  b o a rd s  by  the  g rea test  am ount.
In the P ro g ram  D om ain ,  there  w as  a tie be tw een  the tw o  boards  in overa ll  function 
pe rfo rm ance .  Further, func tions  that p rov ided  a h ig h e r  Positive  A lignm en t fo r  double  
conso lida ted  boards  with the ir  p res iden ts  w ere  (a) the approval or  re jection  o f  requests  to 
estab lish  new  prog ram s,  (b) the cond u c t io n  o f  a n n u a l  o r  reg u la r  p rog ram  rev iew s, (c) the rev iew  
o f  curricu la ,  (d) the e s tab l ish m en t  o f  s tuden t  ach iev em en t  g u ide lines  and  s tandards ,  and (e) the 
con fe rr ing  o f  degrees . F o r  P rob lem atic  A lig n m en t  d iff icu lties  w ith  the ir  p residen ts ,  doub le  
conso lida ted  boards  had  (a) the rev iew  and /o r  the te rm ina tion  o f  ex is t in g  p rog ram s,  (b) the 
approval o r  re jection  o f  cou rse  o f fe r ings ,  (c) the e s tab l ish m en t  o f  c red it  t ransfe r  po lic ies  and 
p rocedures ,  (d) the es tab l ish m en t  o f  research  po lic ies  and secu r in g  paten ts , and  (e) the  rev iew  o f  
p ro g ram s offered  in-sta te  by ou t-o f-s ta te  insti tu tions.  T hus ,  p res iden ts  have  to be cau tious  about 
these par t icu la r  func tions  w hen w o rk in g  w ith  dou b le  co n so l id a ted  boards.
S ing le  conso lida ted  boards  a lso  had a few  fu n c t io n s  b r ing ing  a good  w o rk in g  level o f  
dec is ion  m ak in g  a l ig n m en t  w ith  the ir  p res iden ts ,  such as (a) the es tab l ish m en t  o f  c red it  t ransfe r  
polic ies and p rocedures ,  (b) the es tab l ish m en t  o f  research  po lic ies  and secu r in g  pa ten ts ,  and (c) 
the rev iew  ol p ro g ram s  offe red  in-state by  o u t-o f-s ta te  insti tu tions. F unc t io n s  ex p os ing  
P rob lem atic  A lig n m en t  d iff icu lt ies  be tw een  s ing le  co n so l id a ted  b o a rd s  and  the ir  p res iden ts  
inc luded  the  con fe rr in g  o f  d eg rees  and  the fav o r in g  o f  m arke t  o r  a ccess ib i l i ty  d r iven  p rog ram s.
159
Presidents  shou ld  be  aw are  o f  these  tw o functions w hen  w ork ing  with single  conso lida ted  boards  
and act to ensu re  any  possib le  d isag reem en ts  are  add ressed  p r io r  to en g ag in g  in decis ion  m ak ing  
with the ir  boards.
In the Policy  D om ain ,  s ing le  conso lida ted  boards do m in a ted  the en tire  d om ain .  S ingle  
conso lida ted  boards had one  function leading a good  w o rk in g  level o f  a l ig n m en t  with  their  
presiden ts , that is, the m ak in g  o f  long  range  bu ild ing  po lic ies , w hile  fo r  dou b le  conso lida ted  
boards,  the sam e func tion  had a d ish a rm o n io u s  influence  be tw een  b o a rd s  and  presidents . D ouble  
conso lida ted  boards did not exhib it  any s trength  in this dom ain .
D ouble  conso lida ted  b o a rd s  reversed  the ir  p e r fo rm an ce  in the Policy  D om ain  and 
dom ina ted  in the Personnel D om ain . T h e  fun c t io n s  c rea ting  a good  w o rk in g  level o f  a l ig n m en t  
were the g ran ting  o r  deny ing  o f  reques ts  for leaves  o f  ab sen ce  o r  sabba tica ls  and the m a k in g  o f  
faculty  h ir ing , p rom o tio n ,  and re t irem ent polic ies. By  c on tras t ,  s ing le  conso l id a ted  b o a rd s  had  
four func tions  d raw in g  a p rob lem a tic  a l ig n m en t  d iff icu lty  w ith  the ir  p res iden ts ,  that is, (a) the 
gran ting  o r  deny ing  o f  tenure ,  (b) the se lec tion , des ign , and  e s tab l ish m en t  o f  e m p lo y e e  benefit  
p lans  and  rela ted  p ro g ram s ,  (c) the g ran ting  or  d e n y in g  o f  reques ts  fo r  leaves o f  ab sen ce  or  
sabbatica ls ,  and  (d) the m ak in g  o f  facu lty  h ir ing , p rom otion , and re t irem ent po lic ies . Here, two 
func tions  c rea ted  the d iffe rence  be tw een  the  tw o boards: the g ran ting  or  d en y in g  o f  req u es ts  for 
leaves o f  ab sen ce  o r  sabba tica l  and the m a k in g  o f  facu lty  h ir ing , p ro m o tio n ,  and re t irem ent 
polic ies. Both func tions  cau sed  a good  w o rk in g  level o f  a l ig n m en t  w ith  the ir  p res iden ts  for 
doub le  conso lida ted  boards  and a  P rob lem atic  A lig n m en t  d iff icu lty  fo r  s ing le  conso l id a ted  
boards.
Summary o f Conclusions
O w in g  to  the im p o r tan ce  o f  h a rm o n y  be tw een  b o a rd s  o f  h ig h e r  edu ca t io n  and  their
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presidents, this research sought to determine whether the alignment o f  decision making 
responsibility could be distinguished by type o f  board. Distinction was based upon the 
alignment between presidents and their boards regarding the distribution o f  decision making 
responsibilities as perceived by the boards’ respective presidents. Two board types, single 
consolidated and double consolidated, were identified as viable for this research. A review of 
the literature informed this research that presidential/board responsibilities could be understood 
to exist in four domains, fiscal, program, policy, and personnel.
The findings were both interesting and instructive. The construct o f  viewing board type 
through the lens o f  decision m aking alignment as perceived by the president was not universally 
supported in all four domains. However, two domains, policy and personnel were clearly 
distinguished from each other by board type, thus forming a sub construct. The Fiscal domain 
favors one board type over another, but not in all aspects analyzed. Finally, the last domain, 
program, was found to be very near the center and not distinguishable by board type. These 
conclusions are represented in Figure 44.
Single Double
Consolidated Consolidated
Boards Boards
Policy Program Fiscal Personnel
Figure 44. Overall relative ranking o f  decision m aking alignment by dom ain
However, the ability o f  two domains, policy and personnel, to discriminate by board type 
provides for the conceptualization o f  a construct that would characterize both dom ains as
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fo rm ing  a w ho le  based  upon  a c o m m o n  charac ter is t ic  that is sensit ive  to board  type as analyzed  
by this research. T h is  c o m m o n  charac teris t ic  is h e reaf ter  deno ted  by  the phrase ,  in s titu tio n a l 
d irec tio n . E qua lly  no tew orthy , the a l ig n m en t  from  each o f  these  d o m a in s  identif ied  w ith  a 
separa te  board  type ind ica ting  that a lthough  the  d o m a in s  o f  po licy  and personnel possess  a 
c o m m o n  construct,  they  differ  w ith in  that co ns truc t  from  each  o ther  by bo ard  type. T h e  c o m m o n  
construc t  here  refers  to  the observa tion  that the  Po licy  and  Personne l D o m a in s  w ere  the on ly  
d o m a in s  that cou ld  be d is t ingu ished  by  bo ard  type. T here fo re ,  the  c o m m o n a l i ty  o f  in stitu tio n a l  
d irec tio n  exp la in s  h o w  it is that tw o d o m a in s  are  ab le  to d is t ingu ish  board  types  by  ana lys is  o f  
dec is ion  m ak in g  a l ignm en t,  but the cons truc t  does  not exp la in  the internal d ifferen tia tion .
Further ana lys is  p rov ided  an initial exp lana tion  for the  p re fe rence  o f  one  board  type  over  
ano the r  by  dom ain . If  the pres iden ts  p referred  for boa rds  to  have the p o w er ,  then the function 
w as ca tego rized  as genera l-o r ien ted , w hile  i f  p res iden ts  w o u ld  like to  have the  p o w er  as the ir  
responsib ili t ies ,  then the func tion  w as  identif ied  as particu la r-o rien ted . D oub le  conso lida ted  
boards  u nequ ivoca lly  associa ted  th em se lv es  with the P ersonne l  D o m ain ,  a d o m a in  that is 
co m p o sed  en tire ly  o f  fu n c t io n s  ch a rac te r ized  as p a r t icu la r -o r ien ta ted  functions. O n  the o ther  
hand, s ingle  conso lida ted  boards  c lea r ly  d o m in a te  the Po licy  D o m ain ,  w h ich  is co m p o se d  nearly  
entire ly  o f  genera l-o r ien ted  functions.
T herefo re ,  w hen  ana lyzed  f ro m  the perspec tive  o f  p re s id en ts ’ percep t io n s  o f  the 
a l ig n m en t  o f  the d is tr ibu tion  o f  d ec is ion  m a k in g  responsib il i t ie s  be tw een  p re s id e n ts '  p referred  
responsib il i t ies  and  those desired  by their  b oa rds ,  the c o n c lu s io n s  o ffe red  f ro m  this research  
argue that d o m a in s  w ith in  the c o n s tru c t  o f  in s titu tio n a l d irec tio n  lend th em se lv es  to  iden tity  by 
board  type. Further , bo th  d o m a in s  w ere  not identif ied  by the sa m e  bo ard  type , w h ich  requ ired  
specu la t ion  as to  h ow  in stitu tio n a l d irec tio n  d if fe rs  f ro m  w ith in  the cons truc t  by bo a rd  type. T he
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ev idence  availab le  from  this research  that m ost d irec tly  p rov ided  an initial exp lana tion  o f  this 
d isc rim ination  w as  that doub le  con so l id a ted  boards  w ith in  the in stitu tio n a l m a n a g em en t  
cons truc t  en joyed  a favorab le  re la tionsh ip  with the ir  p res iden ts  for those func tions  that tended  to 
be  particu lar-orien ta ted . A dditiona lly ,  s ingle  conso l id a ted  boards  w ith in  the in s titu tio n a l  
d irec tio n  construct en jo y ed  a benefic ia l  re la tionsh ip  with the ir  p res iden ts  fo r  those  functions that 
tended  to be  genera l-orien ta ted . For  the rem ain ing  tw o d o m a in s  dea ling  w ith  budge ta ry  and 
academ ic  m atters , there  d id  not a p p ea r  to be an ab ili ty  to  g enera lize  from  a concep tua l  s truc ture , 
but ra ther a l ig n m en t  w as  reduced  to a func tion  by  func tion  considera t ion .
G iven  m ore  than h a l f  o f  un ivers i ty  p re s id en ts '  p rofess iona l  t im e w as  spent on address ing  
rela tions w ith  the ir  state  h igher  edu ca t io n  boards  (M ag u ire  A sso c ia t io n ,  2 006) ,  it w as  crucial  to 
investigate  the re la t ionsh ip  be tw een  the  p e rcep tion  o f  locus o f  dec is ion  m a k in g  o f  un ivers i ty  
presidents  and their  s ta te s ’ h ig h e r  educa tion  board  struc ture . B ased  upon  th is  research , 
p res iden ts  can  m u ch  m ore  easily  iden tify  w here  cons truc ts ,  d o m a in s ,  and func tions  fall w ithin 
board  type based  upon the a l ig n m en t  o f  dec is ion  m a k in g  responsib ili t ies .  O n ce  the re la t ionsh ip  
be tw een  boards  and pres iden ts  are better  u n ders tood ,  in s t i tu t io n s’ goals  and  m iss io n s  will be 
m ore  read ily  ach ieved , thus pos i t ive ly  c o n tr ib u t in g  to  the overall h a rm o n y  o f  the sy s tem  o f  
h igher  education .
Im plica tions  fo r  F u r th e r  R esearch
Fu tu re  s tud ies  in the area o f  d ec is ion  m ak in g  be tw een  h ig h e r  educa tion  insti tu tion  
p res iden ts  and  the ir  state  boa rds  cou ld  d u p lica te  this s tudy  for the bo ard  and c ross -va lida te  the 
f indings. O th er  s tud ies  a lso  can inc lude  the  re la t ionsh ip  be tw een  state bo ard  s truc tu re  and 
institutional p roduc tiv ity ,  m an ag em en t ,  p e r fo rm a n c e ,  polit ics , public  policy , and  p ro g ra m  rev iew  
results. T o  ex p an d  co n c lu s io n s  f ro m  this research  s tudy  a long  w ith  f ind ings  in o th e r  stud ies
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m entioned  above, fu r the r  s tudy  o f  o ther  state bo a rd  structures  such  as coo rd ina ting  boards  and 
agenc ies  as well as the pe rcep tions  o f  state h igher  e duca tion  board  co m m iss io n e rs  w ould  be 
insightful.
T h is  study  can serve as f irs t-hand  in form ation  on h igher  educa tion  institu tion  presidents , 
the ir  percep tions ,  state board  s truc tu res  and a l ignm en t,  and tra in ing for pres iden ts  and  boards. 
This  type o f  study  shou ld  be repeated  period ica lly  to assess  ch an g e  in state h igher  educa tion  
p res id en ts ’ percep tion  and  the ir  a l ignm ent to  state  board  struc tures .
In des ign ing  those  recurr ing  s tudies , k n o w led g e  ga ined  from  this s tudy  shou ld  be taken 
into considera tion . Future  s tud ies  shou ld  use m ult ip le  vers ions  o f  on line  cen su s  to  prevent 
techno logy  failure  and add o ther  key fu n c t io n s  p res iden ts  p ro v id ed  to e x p a n d  the  census  horizon. 
S tate  h igher  educa tion  p re s id en ts ’ schedu les  are l im ited . S tu d ie s  shou ld  be co n d u c ted  on 
p rovosts  o r  institutional researchers  fo r  h igher  re turn  rate.
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Definition of Terms
Carnegie C lassification. A way to represent and control for institutional 
differences, and also in the design o f  research studies to ensure adequate representation of 
sampled institutions, students, or faculty (The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancem ent 
o f  Teaching, 2006).
Census, an official enumeration o f  the population, with details as to age, sex, 
occupation, etc (Dictionary.com, 2009, p. 1).
Chi Square. A nonparametric test o f  significance appropriate when the data are in 
the form  o f  frequency counts; it com pares proportions actually observed in a study with 
proportions expected to see if they are significantly different (Gay, Mills, & Airasian, 
2006, p. 223).
Com m issioner. An official chosen by an athletic association to exercise broad 
administrative or judicial authority (Dictionary.com, 2007, p. 1).
Compatibility. Consistency, congruence (Dictionary.com, 2007, p. 1).
Consistency. People tend to do what they are personally com m itted  to do. A 
m anager who can elicit a verbal com m itm ent from an employee has taken an important 
step toward influence and persuasion (Kreitner & Kinicki, 2007, p. 480).
C onsolidated governing boards. A single board coordinates the functions o f  two- 
and four- year institutions in the state, or a board may cover four-year institutions, with a 
separate arrangement for two year institutions in the state (Gross, 2005).
C oordinating boards. Single state higher education boards are given statutory 
authority by the state legislature to coordinate, plan, and provide data for higher 
education in a state. In a coordinating board system, governance is conducted through
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single-institution boards, segmented boards that are separated four-year institutions and 
community colleges, or some segmentation combination. Board governance is 
decentralized (Gross, 2005).
Essential. Control is absolutely necessary to the role o f  university and/or state 
higher education board.
FEE. Full time equivalent.
Expectation. The act or state of looking forward or anticipating (Dictionary.com, 
2007, p. 1).
G eneral-oriented function . If the university presidents preferred for boards to 
have the power, then the function was categorized as general-oriented.
G overnance. Authoritative bodies -  within and external to universities -  make 
policy decisions, through a process utilizing input obtained from those w ho carry out and 
live by those decisions by (Hines, 2000, p. 141).
H igher education. For the purpose o f  this study, higher education will be defined 
as four-year public, non-profit, doctoral research intensive educational institutions 
offering studies beyond the secondary level.
Institu tional m anagem ent. The ability o f  two domains, policy and personnel, to 
discriminate by board type provides for the conceptualization o f  a construct that would 
characterize both dom ains as forming a whole based upon a com m on characteristic that is 
sensitive to board type.
Institu tional trustee. An appointed or elective board that supervises the affairs of 
a public or private organization (Dictionary.com, 2007, p. 1).
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Internet pro toco l address. Each com puter that is connected to the Internet has a 
clearly identifiable, numeric address, the IP address, comprising four sequences o f  digits 
that are separated by periods, e.g.: 217.247.84.89 (example: T-Online). Static IP 
addresses enable the sam e com puter to be contacted under the sam e address at any time 
(e.g., by a web server) (T-mobile, 2008, p.4).
Leadership preference. The ideal distribution o f  the means and actions utilized to 
bring about a worthwhile vision with others as perceived by the university presidents.
Locus o f  D ecision A lignm ent. The shared values and policy goals am ong an actor
or group o f  actors around a particular issue or set o f  issues.
M orrill Act. The Morrill Land-Grant Acts are pieces o f  US legislation which 
allowed for the creation of land-grant colleges, which would be funded by the grant of 
federally-controlled land to each o f  the states which had stayed with the United States 
during the American Civil W ar (Google, 2007, p. 1).
P value. The P value is a probability with a value ranging from zero to one
(GraphPad.com, 2009, p. 1).
P articular-oriented  function . If presidents would like to have the pow er as their 
responsibilities, then the function was identified as particular-oriented.
Perception. The act or faculty o f  apprehending by m eans o f  the senses or o f  the 
mind; cognition; understanding (Dictionary.com, 2007. p. 1).
Planning Agency. Some states have a voluntary convening agency which is not a 
statutory entity and has no coordinating authority (Gross, 2005).
Power. Ability to do or act; capability o f  doing or accom plishing something 
(Dictionary.com, 2007, p. 1).
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Presidential leadership. For the purpose o f  this study, presidential leadership 
refers to the ability to maintain integrity as well as a reputation for institutional academic 
performance (Association o f  Governing Boards o f  Universities and Colleges, 2006).
Productive alignm ent. The cumulative amount o f  difference in the alignment of 
decision making between boards and presidents as perceived by presidents as if the 
difference was for positive alignment.
Problem atic alignm ent. The cum ulative amount o f  difference in the alignment of 
decision making between boards and presidents as perceived by presidents as if the 
difference was for negative alignment.
Relationship. The alignment or correlation between two or more variables and 
does not suggest anything regarding personal qualities between variables (Kezar, 2006).
Responsibility . Reliability or dependability (Dictionary.com, 2007, p. 1).
Stakeholder: One who has a share or an interest, as in an enterprise 
(Dictionary.com, 2007, p. 1).
Shared. Control may be divided between the president and/or state higher 
education board for the particular function.
State h igher education board  (B oard  o f  R egen ts/B oard  o f  G overnors). The 
legally constituted governing body o f  the local public universities within a given state 
that consists o f  a m in im um  o f  seven m em bers to a m ax im um  o f  fourteen m em bers in 
larger states.
Structure. These include the state h igher education board type, level o f  
coordination and integration am ong the boards in the governance regime, relative degree
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o f  centralized control, functional differentiation, administrative rules or incentives, 
budgetary allocations, and contractual arrangements or relationships.
/ test f o r  independent sam ples. The t test for independent samples is a parametric 
test of significance used to determine whether, at a selected probability level, a 
significant difference exists between the means o f  two independent samples (Gay, Mills 
& Airasian, 2006, p. 349).
U nessential. Control is not necessary to the role o f  president and/or state higher 
education board.
A P P E N D IX  B
C o v e r  L etter  to P res iden t  o f  Par t ic ipa ting  U n ive rs i t ie s /C o lleges
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D ear President,
T h is  census  o f  U nivers i ty  P re s id e n ts ’ Percep tion  o f  L ocus  o f  D ec is ion  M ak in g  is 
be ing  undertaken  as m y  d isserta tion  project.  Its pu rp o se  is to exp lo re  w h e th e r  the  degree  
o f  a l ignm ent o f  percep tion  o f  locus  o f  d ec is ion  m ak in g  o f  u n iversity  p res iden ts  is 
d if feren tia ted  acco rd in g  to  the ir  s ta te s ’ h ig h e r  e duca tion  board  struc ture . I ho p e  tha t  the 
result o f  the census  will help  shed light on  c ruc ia l  aspects  o f  the  p res idency  that have  
gone  re la tive ly  u n ex p lo red  and will con tr ibu te  to  the base  o f  k n o w led g e  abou t the needs 
o f  presidents.
D ata  co llec t ion  and p repara tion  will be  do n e  by  me 
(ch 1 6 5 5 4 7 @ g rix m a il .u m t.ed u ). T h e  cen su s  is co n f iden tia l  and data  will on ly  b e  reported  
in the aggregate . I ex p ec t  that the census  will take  15 m inu tes  to co m ple te .  I k n o w  that 
you are  ve ry  busy , but hope  that you  will take  the t im e  to respond . Lastly , do  not hesita te  
to con tac t  m e  at c h l6 5 5 4 7 @ g r iz m a i l .u m t .e d u  shou ld  you have  any  q ues t ions  or 
suggestion .
Sincerely.
C hiehyi H uang  
Principal Investiga tor
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A P P E N D IX  C
U nivers i ty  P re s id en ts ’ Percep tion  o f  L ocus  o f  D ec is ion  M ak in g  C en su s
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Please com p le te  the fo llow ing  items.
1. Posit ion  held  by responden t 
I I President
77 Provost
I I O th er  __________
2. U nivers i ty  D em o g rap h ics
a. A p p ro x im a te  n u m b e r  o f  F T E  (g rad /underg rad )  s tuden ts
b. A p p ro x im a te  n u m b e r  o f  F T E  f a c u l t y ________
c. A p p ro x im a te  n u m b e r  o f  u n derg radua te  p r o g r a m s ______
d. A p p ro x im a te  n u m b e r  o f  g radua te  p r o g r a m s ___________
e. W h ic h  o f  the fo llow ing  m ost accu ra te ly  d esc r ib es  yo u r  ins ti tu tion?  (P lease  
ch o o se  one)
i. |7] R u ra l-se rv in g  sm all- f rom  a sso c ia te 's  C o l leg es  (fall sem es te r
en ro llm en t lo w er  than  500)
ii. [71 R ura l-se rv in g  m e d iu m -f ro m  asso c ia te ’s C o l leg es  (5 0 0 -1 ,9 9 9  fall
sem es te r  en ro llm en t)
iii. 7 7  R ura l-se rv in g  la rg e -f ro m  asso c ia te ’s C o lleg es  (2 ,0 0 0 -4 ,9 9 9  fall
s em es te r  en ro llm en t)
iv. 77 S u b u rb an -se rv in g  s ing le  c a m p u s - f ro m  asso c ia te ’s C o l leg es
v. 77 S u b u rb an -se rv in g  m ult ip le  c a m p u s - f ro m  a s so c ia te ’s C o lleges
vi. □  U rb an -se rv in g  s ing le  c a m p u s - f ro m  a s so c ia te 's  C o lleges
vii. 77 U rb an -se rv in g  m ultip le  c a m p u s - f ro m  a s so c ia te ’s C o lleges
viii. 77 Special u se -f rom  assoc ia te  C o lleges
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ix. □ Primary associate’s-from four-year colleges
X. □ Very High Research A ctiv ity
xi. □ High Research A ctiv ity
x ii. □ Doctoral/Research
x iii. □ Larger programs-from Master’ s colleges
xiv. □ Medium programs- from Master’ s colleges
XV. □ Small programs- from Master's colleges
xvi. □ Art &  Science- from Bachelor’ s colleges
xvii. □ Diverse-from Bachelor's colleges
xv iii. □ Associate-from Bachelor's colleges
f. In what state is your institution?
3. President Demographics
a. Total number o f years as a president in higher education. _______years
b. Most recent position prior to the presidency
 Provost or equivalent position, i f  any ._______years
 Vice President or equivalent position fo r __________, i f  any .______
years
 Dean or equivalent position o f _________ , i f  any._______ years
 O ther:___________, i f  any._______ years
c. Total number o f years in higher education in all capacities._______years
4. State Higher Education Board (SB) demographics
a. Number o f voting members on your SB? _____
b. SB members are Q  elected or Q  appointed by w hom ___________
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c. P lease  ind ica te  the  g o v e rn in g  s truc tu re  o f  y our  SB.
ci. G  C o n so lida ted  Board  (centra lized) w i t h  (en te r  n u m b e r  of) B oards
d. Length  o f  regu la r  SB m e m b e rs ’ te rm  o f  o f f i c e _______
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The purpose o f  this census is to explore whether the degree o f  alignment of 
perception of locus o f  decision m aking of university presidents is differentiated according 
to their states' higher education board structure. The specific census items were selected 
through a review o f  literature on higher education governance. The census is divided into 
four domains (Fiscal, Program, Policy, Personnel). The dom ains are subdivided into 
functions representing specific state higher education board responsibilities that also 
involve university presidents’ participation. You are asked two questions about each 
item. The first question explores how essential it is to your role as president for the State 
Higher Education Board (SB) to control the function. The second question considers 
how essential it is to your role as president for you to control the function. A check box 
will be provide under each function so if you think the function is inappropriate, you m ay 
check the box and go the next function.
Please mark your responses in the rows o f  current State Board (SB) and Presidents 
Preferred D ecision  M aking using the following rubric:
•  ESSEN TIA L i.e. Control is absolutely necessary to the role o f  president and/or state 
board.
•  SH A R ED  i.e. Control may be divided between the president and/or the state board for 
the particular function.
•  U N E SSE N T IA L  i.e. Control is not necessary to the role of university president and/or 
state board.
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Exam ples:
1. R ev iew ing  budget  reques ts  o f  y o u r  institu tion  and  m a k in g  independen t 
reco m m en d a t io n s  to  the g o v e rn o r  or  legisla ture .
(Please check one box per line) E ssential Shared I nessential
State  B o a rd 's  con tro l H D D
P re s id e n t's  p re fe rred  co n tro l ^  EH EH
In this case, the participant believes that is absolutely necessary to his/her role as university president 
for both the board and h erself to control this function.
2. R ev iew in g  bud g e t  reques ts  o f  yo u r  insti tu tion  and m ak in g  independen t 
reco m m en d a t io n s  to the g o v e rn o r  or  legislature.
(P le ase  ch ec k  o n e  bo x  p e r  lin e ) E ssential Shared U nessential
State  B o a rd ’s  c o n tro l B  □  □
P re s id e n t's  p re fe rred  co n tro l □  □  B
In this case, the participant believes that it is necessary to his/her role as university president for the 
board to control this function but not him self/herself.
3. R ev iew in g  bud g e t  reques ts  o f  yo u r  insti tu tion  and m a k in g  independen t 
reco m m en d a t io n s  to the g o v e rn o r  o r  legisla ture .
(P lease  ch eck  one bo x  p e r line) E ssential Shared U nessential
S ta te  B o a rd ’s  co n tro l □  B  □
P re s id e n t's  p re fe rred  co n tro l EH K  EH
In this case, the participant believes that is acceptab le to his/her role as university president for  both  
the board and herself to share control this function.
Sum m ary:
1. T he first re sp o n se  rep re se n ts  a lack  o f  a lig n m en t, g iv en  b o th  p resid en t a n d  the b o a rd  a re  c o m p e tin g  lor 
con tro l o f  the function .
2. T h e  seco n d  resp o n se  in d ica te s  a h igh  d e g ree  o f  a lig n m en t.
3 . T h e  th ird  resp o n se  su g g ests  there  is p o ten tia l fo r a lig n m en t i f  th e  b oard  and p resid en t m u tu a lly  ag ree  
upon  how  to  sh a re  the fu n c tio n . ______________________________
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I. F isca l
1. R e v ie w i n g  b u d g e t  r e q u e s ts  o f  y o u r  in s t i tu t io n  a n d  m a k in g  in d e p e n d e n t  
r e c o m m e n d a t io n s  to  th e  g o v e r n o r  o r  le g is la tu re .
(P le ase  ch eck  o n e  box p e r lin e ) E ssential Shared U nessential
S ta te  B o a r d ' s  co n t ro l  
P r e s id e n t ' s  p r e f e r r e d  c o n t ro l
I I I f  th is  f u n c t io n  is n o n  a p p l ic a b le ,  p le a s e  c h e c k  th e  b o x  a n d  s k ip  to  th e  n ex t  
q u e s t io n .
2. A u th o r iz i n g  th e  c r e a t io n  o f  n e w  fac i l i t ie s .
(P lease  ch eck  o n e  bo x  p e r lin e ) E ssential Shared U nessential
S ta te  B o a r d ' s  c o n t ro l  □  □  □
P r e s id e n t ’s p r e f e r r e d  c o n t ro l  □  □  □
I I If  th is  f u n c t io n  is  n o n  a p p l i c a b le ,  p le a s e  c h e c k  th e  b o x  a n d  s k ip  to  th e  nex t 
q u e s t io n .
3. A u th o r iz i n g  e x p e n d i tu r e s  o n  e x i s t in g  fac i l i t ie s .
(P lease  ch eck  one box p e r line) E ssential Shared U nessential
S ta te  B o a r d ’s c o n t ro l  □  □  □
P r e s i d e n t ’s p r e f e r r e d  c o n t ro l  □  □  □
I I If  th is  f u n c t io n  is n o n  a p p l i c a b le ,  p le a s e  c h e c k  th e  b o x  a n d  s k ip  to  th e  n ex t  
q u e s t io n .
4 .  C o n t r o l l i n g  a n d  m a n a g in g  in s t i tu t io n a l  p ro p e r ty .
(P lease  ch eck  o n e  b ox  p e r  lin e ) E ssential Shared U nessential
S ta te  B o a r d ’s c o n t ro l  □  □  □
P r e s id e n t ’s p r e f e r r e d  c o n t ro l
O  If  th is  f u n c t io n  is n o n  a p p l i c a b le ,  p le a s e  c h e c k  th e  b o x  a n d  s k ip  to  th e  n ex t  
q u e s t io n .
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5. Purchas in g  real and persona l  p roper ty  for  the  insti tut ion.
(P lease  ch eck  one box per line) E ssential Shared U nessential
State B o a r d ' s  cont rol  EH EH EH
Pr es id ent ’s pre fer red  control  EH EH EH
EH I f  this  f u n c t i o n  is n o n  ap p l i c a b le ,  p l e a s e  c h e c k  the  b o x  a n d  s k ip  to th e  nex t  
q ue s t io n .
6. Set t ing tui t ion and fees at you r  inst i tution.
(P lease  ch eck  one bo x  p e r line) E ssential Shared U nessential
State B o a r d ’s cont rol  EH EH EH
Pr es id ent ’s prefe rred  cont ro l  EH EH EH
If this func t ion is non appl icable,  p lease  check  the  box  and  skip to the next  
quest ion.
7. Negot ia t ing  prior it i es  for  h ig he r  educa t ion  in state budgets .
(P lease  ch eck  one bo x  p e r line) E ssential Shared U nessential
State B o a r d ’s cont rol  EH EH EH
Pre s id ent ’s p re fe r red  cont rol  I I I  I EH
H I f  this  f u n c t i o n  is n o n  a p p l i c a b le ,  p l e a s e  c h e c k  the  b o x  a n d  s k ip  to  th e  nex t
q u es t i o n .
8. Se tt ing salary ad jus tm en t  rate.
(P lease  ch eck  one box p e r line) E ssential Shared U nessential
State B o a r d ’s cont rol  EH EH EH
Pres ident ’s p re fe r red  cont ro l  I I I  I I  I
EH If this fun c t ion  is non appl icab le ,  p lease  che c k  the box  and  skip to the  next
quest ion.
9. O th e r  (please  add  o t h e r  fiscal func t ion s  that  you be l ieve  are appropr ia te ):
(P le ase  ch eck  o n e  bo x  p e r line) E ssential Shared U nessential
State B o a r d ’s cont rol  I I I  I I  I
Pr e s id ent ’s pre fe r red  cont ro l  I I I  I I  I
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10. O th e r  (p lease add o th e r  fiscal func tions  that you be lieve  are appropriate):
(P lease  ch eck  one box per line) E ssential S hared  U nessential
State  B o a rd ’s control IZZ1 [ZH EZ1
P res id en t’s p referred  control d l  CH CH
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II. Program
1. R ev iew in g  and /o r  te rm ina ting  ex is ting  p rogram s.
(P lease  ch eck  one box per line) E ssential Shared U nessential
State  B o a rd ’s con tro l EH EH EH
P res iden t’s p referred  con tro l EH EH EH
^H If this func tion  is non applicab le ,  p lease  check  the box  and sk ip  to  the next 
question .
2. A p p ro v in g  o r re jec ting  requests  to  es tab lish  new  program s.
(P lease  ch eck  one box p e r line) E ssential Shared I nessential
State  B o a rd ’s con tro l [ U  EH EH
P res id en t’s p re fe rred  con tro l EH EH EH
□  If  this func tion  is non applicab le ,  p lease  c h eck  the box  and skip to the  next 
question .
3. C o n d u c t in g  annua l  o r  regu la r  p ro g ram  review s.
(P le ase  ch eck  o n e  box p e r  lin e ) E ssential Shared U nessential
State  B o a rd ’s contro l EH EH EH
P res id en t’s p re fe rred  contro l EH EH EH
H If this func tion  is non app licab le ,  p lease  check  the  box  and sk ip  to  the  next 
question .
4. R ev iew in g  curricula .
(P lease  ch ec k  o n e  bo x  p e r  lin e ) E ssentia l Shared U nessential
State  B o a rd ’s con tro l EH EH EH
P res id en t’s p re fe rred  con tro l □  □  □
| | I f  this func tion  is non app licab le ,  p lease  c h eck  the b o x  and  sk ip  to the next 
question .
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5. A pp rovin g  o r  reject ing course  offerings.
(P lease  ch eck  one box per line) E ssential Shared I nessential
State B o a r d ' s  cont rol  d EH d
Pres iden t ’s p re fer red  cont rol  d d d
d  If this func t ion is non appl icable,  p lease  check  the box  and sk ip  to the  next  
quest ion.
6. Main t a in i ng  an inventory o f  p ro g ra m s  or  courses.
(P lease  ch eck  o n e  box per line) E ssential Shared U nessential
State B o a r d ' s  control  d d d
Pr es id ent ’s pre fer red  cont ro l  d d d
d  I f  this func t ion  is non appl icable,  p lease check  the box  and  skip to the  next  
quest ion.
7. Es tab l i sh ing  credi t  t ransfer  po l ic ies  or  p rocedures.
(P lease  ch ec k  o n e  bo x  p e r  lin e ) E ssential Shared U nessential
State B o a r d ’s cont rol  d d d
Pre s id ent ’s p re fe r red  control  I I I  I I  I
I | If this func t ion  is non appl icab le ,  please check  the  bo x  and sk ip to the next  
quest ion.
8. Deve lo pi ng  miss ion  s ta t emen t  o f  you r  insti tut ion.
(P lease  ch ec k  o n e  box per lin e ) E ssential Shared U nessential
State B o a r d ’s cont rol  I I I  I I  I
Pre s ident ’s p r e fe r red  cont rol  I I I  I I  I
I | If this fu nc t io n  is no n  appl icab le ,  p lease  check  the  box  and sk ip  to the  next  
quest ion.
9. Eva lua t ing  the  e f fec t iveness  o f  your  inst i tut ion.
(P lease  ch eck  o n e  box per lin e ) E ssential Shared  U nessential
State B o a r d ’s control
Pre s iden t ’s p r e fe r red  control  I I I  I I  I
I I I f  this func t ion  is non  appl icable ,  please ch eck  the box  and  skip to the next  
quest ion.
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10. Es tab li sh ing  research policies  and  securing  patents .
(Please check one box per line) E ssential Shared U nessential
State B o a r d ' s  cont rol  I I I  I I  I
Pres iden t ’s prefe rred  control  \Z\ CD d
]  I f  thi s func tion is non appl icable,  please  ch e c k  the box  and skip to the  next  
quest ion.
1 1. R evi ew in g  p ro g ram s of fe red  in-state by  out -of-s ta te  inst i tut ions.
(Please check one box per line) E ssential Shared U nessential
Sta te  B o a r d ' s  cont rol  □  □  □
Pres ident ’s p re fer red  cont rol  I I I  I I  I
]  If  thi s func t ion  is non appl icab le ,  please  ch eck  the box  and skip to the next
quest ion.
12. A p p ro v in g  and /o r  rejec ting o f f - c a m p u s  p r o g r a m s  of fe red  by  you r  insti tut ion.
(Please check one box per line) E ssential Shared U nessential
State B o a r d ’s control
Pre s ident ’s p re fer red  cont ro l  I I I  I I  I
I | If  this func t ion is non  appl icable ,  please  che c k  the bo x  and  skip  to the next
quest ion.
13. Es tab l i sh ing  s tudent  a c h i eve m en t  gu ide l ines  o r  s tandards.
(Please check one box per line) E ssential Shared I nessential
State B o a r d ’s control
P re s id en t ’s p re fer red  cont ro l  I I I  I I  I
I I If this func t ion  is non appl icab le ,  p lease che c k  the box  and skip to the  next
quest ion.
14. Co nfer r i ng  degrees.
(Please check one box per line) E ssential Shared U nessential
State B o a r d ' s  control
Pr e s id ent ’s pre fer red  cont ro l  I I I  I I  I
I I If this func t ion is non appl icable ,  p lease check  the  box  and sk ip  to the next
ques tion .
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15. Es tab li sh ing  pol icies and  regulat ions for  y o u r  insti tut ion.
(P lease  check  one box per line) E ssential Shared I nessential
State B o a r d ' s  control
Pres id en t ’s pre fer red  control  I I I  I I  I
]  I f  this func tion is non  applicable,  please  ch e c k  the bo x  and  sk ip  to the next 
quest ion.
16. A pp rov in g  and /or  reject ing  ad m is s i o n s  s tandards ,  or  deve lo p in g  admis s io ns  
standards.
(P lease  ch eck  one box p e r line) E ssential Shared U nessential
State B o a r d ' s  control
Pre s iden t ’s p re fer red  cont rol  I I I  I I  I
I | If  this func t ion is non  appl icab le ,  p lease  check  the  box  and  skip to the next  
quest ion.
17. Se tt ing en ro l lme nt  levels.
(P lease  ch eck  o n e  b ox  p e r line) E ssential Shared U nessential
State B o a r d ' s  control
Pr e s id ent ’s pre fe r red cont rol  I I I  I I  I
I I If this func t ion is non  appl icable ,  p lease check  the box  and  skip to the next  
quest ion.
18. D eve lo pi ng  reciprocal  o r  e x c h a n g e  programs.
(P lease  ch eck  o n e  box per lin e ) E ssential Shared U nessential
State B o a r d ' s  control
Pr e s id ent ' s  pre fer red  cont ro l  I I I  I I  I
I I If  this  func t ion  is non appl icable ,  p lease  che c k  the  box  and  skip to the next 
ques t ion .
19. F avor ing  m arke t  o r  accessibi l i ty  dr iven  programs.
(P lease  ch eck  o n e  bo x  p e r  lin e ) E ssential Shared U nessential
State B o a r d ' s  control  □  □  □
Pr es id ent ' s  p refe r red  control
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H If  this func t ion  is non appl icable,  please  check  the box  and skip to the  next  
quest ion.
20. Other  (please add o ther  p r o g r a m  func t ions that you bel ieve are appropriate) :
(P lease check one box per line) E ssen tia l  S h ared  U nessentia l
State B o a r d ' s  control  EH EH EH
Pres id en t ’s p re fe r red  cont rol  I I I  I I  I
21. Other  (please add o th er  p ro g ra m  func tions  that you be l ieve a re  appropr iate) :
(Please check one box per line) E ssen tia l  S h ared  U nessentia l
State B o a r d ' s  cont rol  EH EH EH
Pre s id ent ' s  p re fer red  cont rol  I I I  I I  I
22. Other  (please add o th er  p ro g ra m  func t ions  that you be l ieve  are appropr ia te ):
(P lease check one box per line) E ssen tia l  S h ared  U n essen tia l
State B o a r d ’s cont rol
Pre s id ent ’s p re fe r red  cont rol  □  □  □
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III.  P o l i c y  ( Y o u r  de s i r e  t o  pa r t i c i pa t e  in s y s t e m - w i d e  po l i c y  f o r m a t i o n  vs .  c o n t r o l  o f  
p o l i c y  ma k i n g )
1. I de n t i f y i ng  a n d  r a n k i n g  o f  s t a t e wi d e  h i g h e r  e d u c a t i o n  pr ior i t i es .
(Please check one box per line) E ssential Shared U nessential
S t a t e  B o a r d ' s  con t r o l  I I I  I I  I
P r e s i d e n t ’s p r e f e r r e d  c o n t r o l  I I I  I I  I
]  I f  t hi s  f u n c t i o n  is n o n  app l i c a b l e ,  p l e a s e  c h e c k  t he  b o x  a n d  s k i p  to t he  next  
ques t i on .
2.  C o n d u c t i n g  m a s t e r  p l a n n i n g  for  h i g h e r  e d u c a t i o n .
(Please check one box per line) E ssential Shared U nessential
S t a t e  B o a r d ' s  con t r o l
P r e s i d e n t ’s p r e f e r r e d  c o n t r o l  I I I  I I  I
]  I f  t hi s  f u n c t i o n  is n o n  ap p l i c a b l e ,  p l e a s e  c h e c k  t he  b o x  a n d  s k i p  to t he  next  
ques t i on .
3.  D e t e r m i n i n g  r e s i de n t  s t u d e n t  pol i c i es .
(Please check one box per line) E ssential Shared U nessential
St a t e  B o a r d ' s  con t r o l
P r e s i d e n t ’s p r e f e r r e d  c o n t r o l  I I I  I I  I
]  I f  t hi s  f u n c t i o n  is n o n  ap p l i c a b l e ,  p l e a s e  c h e c k  t he  b o x  a n d  s k i p  t o  t he  next  
ques t i on .
4.  F o r m i n g  n o n - r e s i d e n t  s t ude n t  pol i c i es .
(P lease check one box per line) E ssential Shared U nessential
S t a t e  B o a r d ' s  con t r o l
P r e s i d e n t ' s  p r e f e r r e d  c o n t r o l  I I I  I I  I
I I I f  t h i s  f u n c t i o n  is n o n  a p p l i c a b l e ,  p l e a s e  c h e c k  t he  b o x  a n d  s k i p  to t he  next  
ques t i on .
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5. Ma k in g  long range bui lding  policies.
(Please check one box per line) E ssential Shared U nessential
State B o a r d ' s  cont rol  ED ED ED
Pres iden t ’s prefe rred  cont rol  ED ED ED
D If  this func tion is non  applicable,  p lease check  the  box  and sk ip  to the  next  
quest ion.
6. Crea t ing  facul ty  col lect ive barga in i ng  policies.
(Please check one box per line) E ssential Shared U nessential
State B o a r d ' s  control
Pre s id ent ’s p re fer red  contro l  I I I  I I  I
□  If this func t ion  is non appl icable ,  p lease che c k  the box  and skip to the  next  
quest ion.
7. Advis ing  h igher  educa t ion  law making.
(Please check one box per line) E ssential Shared U nessential
State B o a r d ' s  control
Pre s id ent ’s p re fe r red  cont rol  I I I  I I  I
ED I f  this func t ion is non appl icab le ,  please check  the  box  and skip to the next  
quest ion.
8. O th e r  (please add  o the r  po l icy  func t ions  that you  be l ieve a re  appropriate) :
(Please check one box per line) E ssential Shared U nessential
State B o a r d ’s cont rol  □  □  □
Pr es id ent ’s p r e fe r red  control  □  □  □
9. O th e r  (please add  o th er  pol icy  func t ions  tha t  you be l ieve  a re  appropr ia te ) :
(P lease check one box per line) E ssentia l Shared U nessential
State B o a r d ’s cont rol
Pres iden t ’s pre fe r red cont rol  I I I  I I  I
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10. O th er  (p lease add o th e r  po licy  func tions  that you be lieve  are  appropriate):
( P l e a s e  c h e c k  o n e  b o x  p e r  l in e )  E ssential S hared  I  nessential
State  B o a rd ’s con tro l EH EH EE
P res id en t’s p referred  contro l EH EH EH
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IV. Personnel
1. Set t ing  other  of f icers ’ salaries bes ides  universi ty  president .
(Please check one box per line) E ssential Shared U nessential
State B o a r d ’s cont rol  I I I  I I  I
Pre s iden t ’s prefe rred  cont rol  I I I  I I  I
]  If  this func t ion  is non appl icable ,  p lease che c k  the box  and  sk ip  to the next  
quest ion.
2. Es tabl i shing personne l  gu ide l ines  for  yo ur  inst i tution.
(Please check one box per line) E ssential Shared U nessential
State B o a r d ’s control
Pr e s id ent ’s pre fer red  cont rol  I I I  I I  I
]  If  this func t ion  is non appl icable ,  p lease check  the box  an d  sk ip  to the  next  
quest ion.
3. G ra n t in g  and /o r  d eny in g  tenure.
(Please check one box per line) E ssential Shared U nessential
State B o a r d ’s cont rol  □  □  □
Pr es id ent ’s pre fe r red contro l  I I I  I I  I
I I If  this func t ion  is non appl icable ,  p lease  check  the box  and  skip to the next  
quest ion.
4.  Se lect ing,  des ig n ing ,  and  e s tab l i s h in g  e m p l o y e e  benef i t  p lans  a nd  related 
pr ograms.
(P lease check one box per line) E ssential Shared U nessential
State B o a r d ’s control  □  □  □
Pr es id ent ' s  p refe r red  cont ro l  □  □  □
I I If  this func t ion is non appl icab le ,  please check  the box  and  skip to the next  
ques t ion .
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5. Adop t i ng  incent ive o r  r ewar d  p r o g r a ms  for  e mp l o y e e  excel l ence .
(Please check one box per line) E ssential Shared U nessential
State Bo a r d ' s  cont rol  □  □  □
Pres i dent ’s prefer red cont rol  EH EH EH
EH If  this funct ion is non appl i cable ,  p l ease  c he c k  the bo x  and  skip to the next  
quest ion.
6.  Gr ant i ng  o r  de ny i ng  r eques t s  for  leaves o f  absence  o r  sabbat ical s .
(Please check one box per line) E ssential Shared U nessential
State B o a r d ’s cont rol  EH EH EH
Pr es i dent ’s prefer red cont rol  I I I  I I  I
H I f  thi s  funct ion is non  appl i cable ,  p l ease  check  the box  and skip to the next  
quest ion.
7. Ma k i n g  facul ty hi r ing,  p r omot i on ,  and  re t i rement  pol icies.
(P lease check one box per line) E ssential Shared U nessential
State B o a r d ’s cont rol  I I I  I I  I
Pr es i den t ’s prefer red cont rol  I I I  I I  I
I | If this funct ion is non appl i cable ,  please che c k  the box  and  skip to the next  
quest ion.
8. Ot he r  (pl ease  add  o t he r  per sonne l  funct ions  that  you bel i eve  are appropr iate) :
(Please check one box per line) E ssential Shared U nessential
State  Bo a r d ’s cont rol  I I I  I I  I
Pr es i den t ’s prefer red cont rol  I I I  I I  I
9.  Ot he r  (please add o t her  per sonne l  f unc t i ons  that  you bel i eve  are appropr i a t e) :
(P lease check one box per line) E ssential Shared U nessential
State B o a r d ’s cont rol
Pr es i den t ’s pre f er r ed cont rol  I I I  I I  I
Appendix D
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B/P: B oard /P residen t
Score
Degree of Control 
Scale
1 E ssentia l
2 Shared
3 U nessentia l
S: S ingle  C o n so lida ted  Board  
D: D o ub le  C o n so lida ted  Board  
T: Total
R esponse
D om ain Function B/P Essentia l Shared U nessen tia l
S D T S D T S D T
1. R ev iew in g  budget 
requests  o f  your  
institu tion  and  m ak ing
B 5 17 22 10 22 32 0 3 3
independen t 
r eco m m en d a t io n s  to  the P 3 13 16 11 26 37 0 3 3
g o v e rn o r  o r  legisla ture
2. A u th o r iz in g  the B 10 21 31 5 19 24 0 4 4
creation  o f  n ew  facilities P 2 12 14 11 27 38 0 4 4
3. A u th o r iz ing B 2 5 7 10 21 31 2 16 18
expen d i tu re s  on ex is ting  
facilities P 4 26 30 8 15 23 0 3 3
Fiscal 4. C o n tro l l in g  and 
m an ag in g  institutional 
p roperty
B
P
3
5
2
30
5
35
8
6
21
11
29
17
4
2
20
6
24
8
5. P u rchas ing  real and B 6 10 16 7 27 34 2 6 8
personal p ro p er ty  for the 
institution P 1 19 20 10 23 33 2 2 4
6. Se tt ing  tu it ion  and fees B 7 24 31 8 17 25 0 1 1
at y o u r  institu tion P 1 9 10 10 29 39 2 6 8
7. N ego tia t in g  p r iorit ies  
for h igher  e duca tion  in 
state  budge ts
B
P
8
1
23
5
31
6
6
9
20
34
36
42
1
3
0
5
1
8
8. Sett ing  salary  
ad jus tm en t rate
B
P
5
2
12
13
17
15
7
5
19
22
26
27
2
4
11
7
13
11
9. R ev iew in g  and /o r B 5 8 13 6 23 29 3 11 14
term in a t in g  ex is t ing  
p ro g ram s P 3 14 17 5 24 29 4 4 8
S-Single, D-Double, T-Total
21 1
D om ain
P rog ram
R esponse
Function B/P Essential S hared U nessen tia l
S D T S D T S D T
10. A p p ro v in g  or B 7 18 25 7 22 29 1 2 3
re jec ting  requests  to 
es tab lish  new  prog ram s P 2 19 21 12 21 33 1 2 3
11. C o n d u c t in g  annua l or B 1 1 2 10 20 30 2 20 22
regu la r  p ro g ram  rev iew s P 7 28 35 7 14 21 1 0 1
B 0 3 3 4 14 18 9 24 33
12. R ev iew in g  cu rricu la
P 8 27 35 3 15 18 2 0 2
13. A p p ro v in g  o r B 0 2 2 2 11 13 11 27 38
rejec ting  c o u rse  offe r ings P 9 24 33 4 13 17 2 4 6
14. M ain ta in ing  an B 4 7 11 5 20 25 5 13 18
inven to ry  o f  p ro g ram s o r 
courses P 6 22 28 7 15 22 1 5 6
15. E s tab lish ing  credit B 5 14 19 10 21 31 0 7 7
transfe r  po lic ies  or 
p rocedures P 1 16 17 12 24 36 1
2 3
16. D e v e lo p in g  m ission  
s ta tem en t o f  your
B 1 12 13 11 22 33 2 14 16
institution P 5 13 18 9 12 21 1 0 1
17. E va lua ting  the 
e f fec t iveness  o f  yo u r
B 6 11 17 7 28 35 2 3 5
institution P 4 21 25 10 20 30 1 1 2
18. E s tab lish ing  research  
po lic ies  and  securing
B 0 5 5 7 15 22 3 8 11
patents P 3 13 16 5 12 1 / 1 4 5
19. R ev iew in g  p ro g ram s  
offe red  in-sta te  by  ou t-of-
B 4 16 20 4 4 8 3 12 15
sta te  insti tu tions P 2 8 10 5 9 14 3 15 18
20. A p p ro v in g  and /o r  
re jec ting  o f f -cam p u s
B 4 10 14 11 19 30 0 11 11
pro g ram s offe red  by  your  
institu tion
P 4 19 23 10 18 28 1 2 3
21. E s tab lish ing  student 
ach iev em en t  g u ide lines  or
B 1 8 9 8 21 29 5 13 18
standards P 7 20 27 5 20 23 2 2 4
22. C o n fe rr in g  degrees
B 7 9 1 1 10 13 23 1 14 15
P 6 24 30 6 13 19 2 1 3
23. E s tab lish ing  po lic ies  
and regu la t ions  f o r  yo u r
B 1 6 7 9 20 29 3 11 14
institution P 3 20 23 8 17 25 2 0 2
S-Single, D-Double, T-Total
212
D om ain Function
24. A p p ro v in g  and /o r  
re jec ting  adm iss ions  
standards, o r  d eve lop ing  
adm iss ions  s tandards
25. Setting  e n ro llm en t 
levels
26. D eve lop ing  reciprocal 
or  ex ch an g e  p rog ram s
27. F avoring  m arke t  o r  
accessib ili ty  driven 
program s______________
B/P
B
Essentia l
D  T
1 7
16 22
1 1 
20  24
3 4
21 23
4  8
18 21
R esponse
Shared
D T
10 23 33
7 21 29
20  28 
16 24
5 13 18
8 10 18
18 25
16 25
U nessen tia l
D  T
7 10
0 1
14 20
1 3
18 25
5 8
3 11 14
2 2 4
Policy
28. Identify ing  and 
ranking  o f  s ta tew ide  
h igher  educa tion  
priorities____________
B 17 22
0 8
7 19 26
13 23 36
29. C o n d u c t in g  m aste r  
p lann ing  fo r  h igher  
education
7 18 25
2 10 12
6 19
11 22
25
33
30. D e te rm in ing  residen t 
s tuden t  polic ies
13 17
12 14
19
22
27
31
31. F o rm in g  non-res iden t  
s tuden t  polic ies
15 20
14 15
14
18
21
26
32. M ak in g  long range  
b u ild ing  polic ies
12 16 
12 15
7 23
10 24
30
34
33. C rea ting  faculty  
co llec tive  barga in ing  
po lic ies_____________
B
P
7 11
6 7
3 31
4  13
34
17
34. A d v is in g  h igher  
educa tion  law  m ak ing
19 25
13 16
14
17
19
24
0 0 
3 3
Personnel
35. Setting  o ther  off icers ' 
sa laries bes ides  un ivers ity  
president
0 4  4
7 21 31
10
12
16
15
36. E s tab lish ing  
personnel gu ide lines  for 
y o u r  institution
B
P
5
18
6
22
37. G ran ting  and /o r  
den y in g  tenure
B
P
2 6 
20  27
9 20
7 18
29
25
12
7
20
13
20  26 
3 6
1 1
3
13 13
2 2
S-Single, D -D ouble, T-Total
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D om ain Function B/P
R esponse
Essentia l Shared U nessen tia l
S D T S D T S D T
38. Se lec ting , des ign ing , 
and es tab lish ing  
em p lo y ee  benefi t  p lans 
and related  p rog ram s
B
P
8 13 21 
5 8 13
4  16 20 
7 25 32
1 4  5 
1 7 8
39. A do p tin g  incentive  or  
rew ard  p ro g ram s  for 
e m p lo y ee  exce llence
B
P
2 5 7 
5 17 22
8 15 23 
7 17 24
3 13 16 
1 1 2
40. G ran ting  o r  d eny ing  
requests  fo r  leaves o f  
absence  o r  sabbatica ls
B
P
0  0  0 
8 27 35
7 10 17 
3 8 11
5 22 27 
2 1 3
41. M ak in g  faculty  
h iring, p rom o tio n ,  and 
re tirem ent po lic ies
B
P
S-Sing
2 6 8 
5 17 22
c. D-Double, T-Tc
11 17 28 
8 17 25
tal
0  10 10 
0  2 2
2 1 4
R e s p o n s e
D o m a in F u n c t io n B /P E sse n t ia l S h a r e d U n e s s e n t ia l
S D T S D T S D T
1. R e v ie w i n g  b u d g e t
re q u e s ts  o l y o u r B 33% 39% 37% 67% 50% 54% 0% 7% 5%
in s t i tu t io n  an d
m a k in g  in d e p e n d e n t
r e c o m m e n d a t io n s  to  
th e  g o v e r n o r  o r P 20% 30% 27% 73% 59% 63% 0% 7% 5%
le g is la tu re
2. A u th o r iz i n g  th e B 67% 48% 53% 33% 43% 41% 0% 9% 7%
c re a t io n  o f  n e w  
fac il i t ie s P 13% 27% 24% 73% 61%
64% 0% 9% 7%
3. A u th o r iz in g B 13% 1 1% 12% 67% 48% 53% 13% 36% 31%
e x p e n d i tu r e s  on  
e x i s t in g  fac i l i t ie s P 27% 59% 51%
53% 34% 39% 0% 7% 5%
4. C o n t r o l l in g  an d B 20% 5% 8% 53% 48% 49% 27% 45% 41%
F isca l m a n a g in g
in s t i tu t io n a l  p r o p e r ty P 33% 68% 59% 40% 25% 29% 13% 14% 14%
5. P u r c h a s in g  real 
a n d  p e rso n a l
B 40% 23% 27% 47% 61% 58% 13% 14% 14%
p r o p e r ty  fo r  th e  
in s t i tu t io n
P 7% 43% 34% 67% 52% 56% 13% 5% 7%
6. S e t t in g  tu i t io n  a n d B 47% 55% 53% 53% 39% 42% 0% 2% 2%
fee s  at y o u r  
in s t i tu t io n P 7% 20% 17% 67% 66% 66% 13% 14% 14%
7. N e g o t i a t i n g  
p r io r i t ie s  f o r  h ig h e r
B 53% 52% 53% 40% 45% 61% 7% 0% 2%
e d u c a t io n  in s ta te  
b u d g e t s
P 7% 11% 10% 60% 77% 71% 20% 11% 14%
8. S e t t in g  s a la ry B 33% 27% 29% 47% 43% 44% 13% 25% 22%
a d j u s tm e n t  ra te P 13% 30% 25% 33% 50% 46% 27% 16% 19%
9. R e v ie w i n g  a n d /o r B 33% 18% 22% 40% 52% 49% 20% 25% 24%
t e r m in a t in g  e x i s t in g  
p r o g r a m s P 20% 32% 29% 33% 55% 49% 27% 9%
14%
10. A p p r o v i n g  o r  
r e je c t in g  r e q u e s t s  to
B 47% 41% 42% 47% 50% 49% 7% 5% 5%
P ro g r a m
e s ta b l i s h  n e w  
p r o g r a m s
P 13% 43% 36% 80% 48% 56% 7% 5% 5%
11. C o n d u c t in g  
a n n u a l  o r  r e g u la r  
p r o g r a m  r e v ie w s
B
P
7%
47%
2%
64%
3%
59%
67%
47%
45%
32%
51%
36%
13%
7%
45%
0%
37%
2%
12. R e v ie w i n g B 0% 7% 5% 27% 32% 31% 60% 55% 56%
c u r r ic u la P 53% 61% 59% 20% 34% 31% 13% 0% 3%
S-Single, D -Double. T-Total
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D om ain
Program
Function B/P Essential
S D T
R esponse
Shared
S D T
U nessen tia l
S D T
13. A p p ro v in g  or 
re jec ting  course  
o fferings ____
0% 5% 3%
60% 55% 56%
13% 25% 22% 
27% 30% 29%
73% 61% 64% 
13% 9% 10%
14. M ain ta in ing  an 
inventory  o f  
p ro g ram s o r  courses^
27% 16% 19% 
40% 50% 47%
33% 45% 42% 
47% 34% 37%
33% 30% 31% 
7% 11% 10%
15. E s tab lish ing  
credit transfe r  
po lic ies  or 
p rocedures_____
B 33% 32% 32%
7% 36% 29%
67% 48% 53%
80% 55% 61%
0% 16% 12%
7% 5% 5%
16. D eve lop ing  
m iss ion  s ta tem en t o f  
yo u r  institution
7% 27% 22% 
33% 30% 31%
73% 50% 56% 
60% 27% 36%
13% 32% 27% 
7% 0% 2%
17. E va lua ting  the 
e ffec t iveness  o f  y o u r  
institution
40% 25% 29% 
27% 48% 42%
47% 64% 59% 
67% 45% 51%
13% 7% 8%
7% 2% 3%
18. E s tab lish ing  
research  po lic ies  and 
securing  pa ten ts
0% I I % 8%
20% 30% 27%
47% 34% 37% 
33% 27% 29%
20% 18% 19% 
7% 9% 8%
19. R ev iew ing  
p rog ram s offe red  in­
state by  ou t-o f-s ta te  
institu tions
B 27% 36% 34%
13% 18% 17%
27% 9% 14%
33% 20% 24%
20% 27% 25%
24% 30% 31%
20. A ppro v in g  
and /o r  re jec ting  off- 
c a m p u s  p rog ram s 
offered  by  your  
institution
B 27% 23% 24%
27% 43% 39%
73% 43% 5 1'
67% 41% 47%
0% 25% 1'
7% 5% 5%
21. E s tab lish ing  
s tuden t  ach ievem en t 
gu ide lines  or  
s tandards
B 7% 18% 15%
47% 45% 46%
53% 48% 49%
33% 45% 42%
33% 30% 3 1
13% 5% 7%
22. C onfe rr ing  
d e g rees_______
13% 20% 19% 
40% 55% 51%
67% 30% 39% 
40% 30% 32%
7% 32% 25%
13% 2% 5%
23. E s tab lish ing  
po lic ies  and 
regu la tions  fo r  your  
institution
B 7% 14% 12%
20% 45% 39%
60% 45% 29%
53% 39% 42%
20% 25% 24%
13% 0% 3%
S -S in g le , D -D o u b le , T -T o ta l
2 1 6
R esponse
D om ain Function B/P Essentia l Shared U nessentia l
S D T S D T S D T
24. A pprov ing
17%
and /o r  re jecting  
adm iss ions  
s tandards ,  o r
B 7% 16% 14% 67% 52% 56% 20% 16%
deve lop ing
adm iss ions
standards
P 40% 36% 37% 47% 48% 49% 7% 0% 2%
25. Setting B 0% 2% 2% 53% 45% 47% 40% 32% 34%
e n ro llm en t levels P 27% 45% 41% 53% 36% 41% 13% 2% 5%
26. D eve lop ing  
rec iprocal or
B 7% 7% 7% 33% 30% 13% 47% 41% 42%
e x ch an g e  p rog ram s P 13% 48% 39% 53% 23% 31% 20% 1 1% 14%
27. Favoring  m arket 
o r  accessib ili ty
B 27% 9% 14% 47% 41% 42% 20% 25% 24%
driven p rog ram s P 20% 41% 36% 60% 36% 42% 13% 5% 7%
28. Iden tify ing  and 
ranking  o f  s ta tew ide
B 33% 39% 37% 47% 43% 44% 7% 2% 3%
h igher  educa tion  
priorities
P 0% 18% 14% 87% 52% 61% 0% 9% 7%
29. C o n d u c t in g  
m as te r  p lan n in g  for
B 47% 41% 42% 40% 43% 42% 0% 0% 0%
h igher  educa tion P 13% 23% 20% 73% 50% 56% 0% 7% 5%
30. D eterm in ing  
res iden t  s tudent
B 27% 30% 29% 53% 43% 46% 7% 7% 7%
polic ies P 13% 27% 24% 60% 50% 53% 13% 5% 7%
Policy
31. F o rm in g  n o n ­
resident s tuden t
B 33% 34% 34% 47% 32% 36% 7% 11% 10%
polic ies P 7% 32% 25% 53% 41% 44% 27% 11% 15%
32. M ak in g  long B 27% 27% 27% 47% 52% 51% 7% 2% 3%
range bu ild ing  
policies
P 20% 27% 25% 67% 55% 58% 0% 0% 0%
33. C rea ting  faculty  
co llec tive  barga in ing
B 27% 16% 19% 20% 70% 58% 13% 9% 10%
polic ies P 7% 14% 12% 27% 30% 29% 27% 7% 12%
34. A d v is in g  h ig h e r  
educa tion  law 
m aking
B
P
40%
20%
43%
30%
42%
27%
33%
47%
32%
39%
32%
41%
7%
7%
2%
5%
3%
5%
35. Se tting  o ther  
officers ' salaries
B 0% 9% 7% 40% 23% 27% 40% 45% 44%
Personnel bes ides  un ivers ity  
president
P 47% 48% 53% 20% 27% 25% 20% 7% 10%'
S-Single, D-Double, T-Total
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D om ain Function B/P
R esponse
Essentia l Shared U nessen tia l
S D T S D T S D T
36. E stab lish ing B 7% 11% 10% 60% 45% 49% 13% 20% 19%
p ersonne l  guidelines
fo r  your  institution P 27% 41% 37% 47% 41% 42% 13% 2% 5%
37. G ran ting  and /o r B 27% 5% 10% 53% 27% 34% 0% 30% 22%
deny ing  tenure P 47% 45% 46% 40% 16% 22% 0% 5% 3%
38. Selec ting ,
des ign ing , and B 53% 30% 36% 27% 36% 34% 7% 9% 8%
es tab lish ing
e m p lo y ee  benefit
p lans  and related P 33% 18% 22% 47% 57% 54% 7% 16% 4%
p rogram s
39. A dop ting B 13% 11% 12% 53% 34% 39% 20% 30% 27%
incen tive  o r  rew ard
p rog ram s for P 33% 39% 37% 47% 39% 41% 7% 2% 3%
e m p lo y ee  exce llence
40. G ran t in g  or
B 0% 0% 0% 47% 23% 29% 33% 50% 46%
d en y in g  reques ts  for
leaves o f  ab sen ce  or
P 53% 61% 59% 20% 18% 19% 13% 2% 5%
sabbatica ls
41. M ak in g  facu lty
B 13% 14% 14% 73% 39% 47% 0% 23% 17%
hiring, p rom otion ,
and re tirem ent P 33% 39% 37% 53% 39% 42% 0% 5% 3%
polic ies
S -S ing le , D -D ouble. T-Total
A p p en d ix  E
F unc tion  By B oard  T ype
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D: D om ain  
F: Fiscal 
Pr: P rogram  
Po: Policy 
Pe: Personnel
P: Positive A lignm ent 
N: N egative  A lignm en t
S: S ingle  C o n so lida ted  Boards 
D: D o ub le  C o n so lida ted  B oards
Function
Score Win
D P N S D
1. R ev iew in g  bud g e t  requests  o f  y o u r  institu tion  and  m ak ing
-1% 1% +
independen t reco m m en d a t io n s  to the g o v e rn o r  o r  legisla ture
2. A u tho riz ing  the c rea t ion  o f  new  facilities 13% -9% -- +
3. A u th o r iz ing  expen d i tu re s  on ex is t ing  facilities 2% 3% + --
F 4. C on tro ll ing  and m a n a g in g  insti tu tional p roperty 1% 5% + -
5. P u rchas ing  real and  persona l p roperty  fo r  the  insti tu tion 6% 4% + -
6. Se tt ing  tuition and fees at y o u r  institution -2% 5% + -
7. N ego tia t ing  priorit ies  fo r  h igher  educa tion  in state  budge ts 6% 4% - +
8. Se tt ing  sa lary  ad ju s tm en t  rate -2% 17% + -
9. R ev iew in g  and /o r  te rm in a t in g  ex is t ing  p ro g ram s -1% 6% + -
1 0 . A p p ro v in g  o r  re jec ting  reques ts  to es tab lish  n ew  p ro g ram s 7% 5% -- +
11. C o n d u c t in g  annua l or  regu la r  p ro g ram  rev iew s 10% -4% - +
12. R ev iew in g  curr icu la 19% 2% -- +
13. A ppro v in g  o r  re jec ting  co u rse  offe r ings -2% 6% + -
14. M ain ta in ing  an inven to ry  o f  p ro g ra m s  o r  courses -2% -1% -- +
15. E s tab lish ing  c red it  transfe r  po lic ies  o r  p rocedures -12% 9% + -
16. D ev e lo p in g  m iss io n  s ta tem en t  o f  y o u r  institu tion 5% 0% - +
17. E va lua ting  the  e f fec t iv en ess  o f  yo u r  institu tion 1% 3% + -
18. E s tab lish ing  research  po lic ies  and  secu r in g  paten ts -1 1% 9% + -
Pr
19. R ev iew in g  p ro g ram s offe red  in-sta te  by  ou t-o f-s ta te
-20% 7% +
insti tu tions
20. A p p ro v in g  an d /o r  re jec t ing  o f f -cam p u s  p ro g ra m s  offe red  by
-4% -2% +
yo u r  institution
21. E s tab lish ing  s tuden t  a c h iev em en t  g u ide lines  o r  s tandards 11% -2% - +
22. C o n fe rr in g  degrees 8% -6% - +
23. E s tab lish ing  po lic ies  and  regu la t ions  fo r  y o u r  institu tion 2% 5% + -
24. A p p ro v in g  and /o r  re jec t ing  ad m iss io n s  s tandards ,  or
5% -2% +
dev e lo p in g  ad m iss io n s  s tandards
25. Setting  en ro l lm en t  levels -2% 4% + -
26. D ev e lo p in g  rec ip rocal o r  ex ch an g e  p ro g ram s 1% 5% + -
27. F avor ing  m ark e t  o r  access ib il i ty  dr iven  p ro g ram s 3% -9% - +
Po 28. Identify ing  and ran k in g  o f  s ta tew ide  h igher  educa tion -3% 2% + -
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D Function Score 
P N
Win 
S D
priorities
29. C on d u c t in g  m as te r  p lan n in g  fo r  h igher  educa tion -2% -3% +
30. D e term in ing  residen t s tudent po lic ies -!% 0% +
31. F o rm in g  non-res iden t s tuden t polic ies -4% 5% +
32. M ak in g  long range  bu ild ing  polic ies -8% 8% +
33. C rea ting  faculty  co llec tive  barg a in in g  polic ies -3% 1% +
34. A dv is ing  h igher  educa tion  law m ak ing 0% 3% +
35. Setting  o ther  o f f ic e rs ’ sa laries bes ides  un ivers i ty  president 3% 2% +
36. E stab lish ing  personne l  gu ide lines  fo r  y o u r  institu tion 3 % 1% +
37. G ran ting  and /o r  deny ing  tenure 3% -15% +
38. Selec ting , des ign ing , and e s tab lish ing  e m p lo y e e  benefit 
p c p lans  and rela ted  p ro g ram s
4 % -12% +
39. A dop ting  incentive  o r  rew ard  p ro g ram s  fo r  e m p lo y ee  
exce llence
-5 % -2 +
40. G ran ting  or  den y in g  reques ts  for leaves o f  a b sen ce  or  
sabbatica ls
8% -7 +
41. M ak in g  facu lty  h ir ing , p rom otion ,  and re t irem en t po lic ies 6% -13 +
A p p en d ix  F
C e n su s  F o l lo w -U p  L etter
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D ear  Pres iden t  xxx,
Y o u r  experience  and feedback  are  vital to  m y research ; therefore ,  I am  fo llow ing  
up with you regard ing  m y  disserta tion  survey: U nivers i ty  P res iden ts '  Percep tion  o f  Locus 
o f  D ecis ion  M ak ing .  O f  course  y o u r  schedu le  is ve ry  busy , and to respect that, I 
des igned  the  census  to take  15 m inu tes  to  co m ple te .  I am  a doctora l s tuden t  from  
T a iw an ,  w here  the  U .S. educa tion  sys tem  is g rea tly  valued.
M y  co u n try  a lso  values the  c o m m itm e n t  I am  m ak in g  in t im e and resources  
required  to earn  a doc to ra l deg ree  from  the  U nited  S ta tes , b ecau se  educa tion  in the 
U nited  S tates serves  in m an y  w ays  to  a d v an ce  T a iw a n e se  educa tiona l  sys tem s. T h u s  
y o u r  input w o u ld  benefit  educa to rs  bo th  in the  U n ited  S ta tes  and  T a iw an .  First, how ever ,  
I m ust de te rm ine  and va lida te  m y  find ings  th rough  an  accep tab le  re turn  rate.
I am  very  grateful fo r  the 58 pres iden ts  w ho  have  re sp o n d ed  so far. H o w ev e r ,  I 
cou ld  enhance  m y  find ing , subs tan tia l ly  if  I w ere  to  rece ive  10 to 15 additional m ore 
co m ple ted  surveys. I w o u ld  be  very  ap p rec ia t ive  if  you w ere  able to take  t im e fro m  your  
busy  schedu le  to com p le te  the survey , w h ich  m ay  be  found  at
(h t tp : / /w w w .su rv e v m o n k e v .c o m /s .a sp x ? sm = O h 5 A x y a b G V U k Iv d C  2 f4 D x D g  3d 3 d ) 
T h is  research is very  im portan t  to  m e and fo r  the fu ture  w ork  that I will do in m y  coun try  
after  g radua tion  and, con seq u en t ly ,  I a m  try ing  ve ry  hard  to have  a m ean ingfu l  re turn  
rate.
1 will be  responsib le  for all da ta  co llec t ion  and  prepara tion . T h is  cen su s  is 
confidentia l  and data  will o n ly  be reported  in the aggrega te .  Lastly , p lease  do  not hesita te  
to  con tac t  me at ch 165547@ grizm ail .un it .edu  or  4 0 6 -2 4 3 -3 0 6 0  shou ld  you have  any 
ques t ions  o r  suggest ions .  T h an k  you  for y o u r  considera tion .
S incerely ,
C hiehyi H uang
Educa tiona l L ead e rsh ip  D octo ra l S tudent 
U nivers i ty  o f  M o n tan a
Appendix G
Census Correspondence Spreadsheet
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1
R e v iew in g  b u d g e t  requests  o f  consti tuen t  
ins t i tu tions and m ak in g  independen t 
r eco m m en d a t io n s  to  the  g o v e rn o r  o r  leg is la ture
X X
2 A u th o r iz in g  expen d i tu re s  on ex is t in g  facilities X X
3 C o n d u c t in g  audits  o f  cons t i tu en t  insti tu tions X X
4 P urchas ing  real and  persona l  p ro p er ty  fo r  the 
sys tem
X X
5 Setting  tu it ion  and fees at cons ti tuen t  
insti tu tions
X X
6
Setting  sa lary  a d ju s tm e n t  rate
X X
7 N ego tia t in g  p r io r i t ies  fo r  h igher  edu ca t io n  in 
state budgets
X X
8 R ev iew in g  and /o r  te rm in a t in g  ex is t ing  
p ro g ram s
X X
9 A p p ro v in g  o r  re jec t ing  requests  to  es tab lish  
new  p ro g ram s
X X
10 C o n d u c t in g  annua l o r  regu la r  p ro g ram  rev iew s X X
11 R ev iew in g  cu rr icu la X X
12 A p p ro v in g  o r  re jec t ing  co u rse  o ffe r ings X X
13 M ain ta in in g  an inven to ry  o f  p ro g ram s  or 
courses
X X
14 E stab lish ing  c red it  t ransfe r  po lic ies  or  
p ro ced u re s
X X
15 D e v e lo p in g  m iss ion  s ta tem en t o f  y o u r  
insti tu tion
X X
16 E va lu a t in g  the e f fec t iv en ess  o f  yo u r  insti tu tion X X
17 E stab lish ing  re sea rch  po lic ies  and secu ring  
patents
X X
18 R ev iew in g  p ro g ra m s  o ffe red  in-sta te  by  out-of-  
s ta te  insti tu tions
X X
19 A p p ro v in g  an d /o r  re jec t ing  o f f -c a m p u s  
p ro g ram s  offe red  by  y o u r  insti tu tion
X X
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Question
Fi
sc
al
P
ro
gr
am
s
P
ol
ic
y
P
er
so
nn
el
C
on
gr
ue
nc
e
C
oo
rd
in
at
io
n
U
ni
fo
rm
it
y
20 E s tab lish ing  s tuden t  ach iev em en t  gu ide lines  o r  
s tandards
X X
21 C o nfe rr ing  degrees X X
22 E stab lish ing  po lic ies  and  regu la t ions  fo r  your  
institution
X X
23 A p p ro v in g  and /o r  re jec t ing  ad m iss io n s  
s tandards ,  o r  d ev e lo p in g  ad m iss io n s  s tandards
X X
24 Setting  en ro l lm en t  levels X X
25 C on trac t in g  w ith  private  ins ti tu tions for 
p ro g ram s  not o ffe red  by  yo u r  insti tu tion
X X
26 D e v e lo p in g  rec ip rocal  o r  ex c h a n g e  p ro g ram s X X
27 Favoring  m ark e t  o r  a ccess ib i l i ty  driven 
p ro g ram s
X X
28 Iden tify ing  and ran k in g  o f  s ta tew ide  h ig h e r  ed 
p r iorit ies
X X
29 C o n d u c t in g  m as te r  p lan n in g  fo r  h ig h e r  
educa tion
X X
30 D e te rm in in g  res iden t  s tu d en t  polic ies X X
31 F o rm in g  no n -re s id en t  s tuden t  po lic ies X X
32 D e v e lo p in g  long  range b u i ld in g  po lic ies X X
33 C rea ting  facu lty  co llec t ive  b a rg a in in g  po lic ies X X
34
A d v is in g  h ig h e r  ed u ca t io n  law  m ak in g
X X
35 Se tt ing  o th e r  o f f ic e r s ’ sa la r ies  bes ides  
un ivers i ty  p res iden t
X X
36 E stab lish ing  personne l  g u id e l in e s  for y o u r  
institu tion
X X
37 G ran t in g  an d /o r  d e n y in g  tenure X X
38 Selec ting , d e s ign ing ,  and  e s tab lish ing  
e m p lo y e e  benefi t  p lans and  re la ted  p ro g ram s
X X
39 A d o p tin g  incen tive  o r  rew ard  p ro g ra m s  for 
e m p lo y e e  ex ce l len ce
X X
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D o m ain A lig n m en t
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4 0 G ran ting  o r  den y in g  reques ts  fo r  leaves o f X X
absence  or  sabbatica ls
41 M ak in g  facu lty  h ir ing , p ro m o tio n ,  and X X
retirem ent polic ies
1. C o n g ru en ce  m e a n s  state h igher  ed u ca t io n  b o a rd s  and  un ivers i ty  p res iden ts  
u n d ers tand  each  o th e r ’s perspective .
2. C o o rd ina tion  m ean s  state h igher  ed u ca t io n  boards  and  un ivers i ty  p res iden ts  
regula te  o f  d ive rse  e le m e n ts  into an in tegra ted  and  h a rm o n io u s  o pera t ion  such  as 
long-range  p lanning .
3. U n ifo rm ity  m ean s  state h ig h e r  ed u ca t io n  b o a rd s  and  un ivers i ty  p res id en ts  con f irm  
co n s is ten tly  to one  princ ip le ,  s tandard ,  o r  rule, su ch  as w h e n  ap p ro ach in g  
con trovers ia l  issues.
A p p e n d ix  H
C o d e d  Rubr ic
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D om ains
1. Fiscal (7)
2. P ro g ram  (20)
3. Po licy  (7)
4. Personal (7)
D o m ain s  have  essen tia l ,  shared , and  unessen tia l .
C o m p u te  a do m a in  score  fo r  S tate  H ig h e r  E d u ca t io n  B oard  and  P re s id e n t’s p e rcep tion  o f  
governance .
Category Level B oard President Score
Id e a l  A l i g n m e n t 1
E s s e n t ia l U n e s s e n t i a l ( 1 ,3 )
U n e s s e n t i a l E s s e n t ia l ( 3 ,1 )
H ig h  A l i g n m e n t 2 S h a r e d S h a r e d ( 2 ,2 )
M o d e r a t e  A l i g n m e n t 3
U n e s s e n t i a l S h a r e d ( 3 ,2 )
S h a r e d U n e s s e n t i a l (2 ,3 )
L o w  A l i g n m e n t 4
E s s e n t ia l S h a r e d ( 1 ,2 )
S h a r e d E s s e n t ia l ( 2 ,1 )
N o  A l i g n m e n t 5 E s s e n t i a l E s s e n t i a l ( 1 ,1 )
Score
D egree of C ontro l 
Scale
1 Essentia l
2 Shared
3 U nessen tia l
A p p e n d i x  I
D e m o g r a p h i c  D i s t r ib u t i o n
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1. A p p ro x im a te  n u m b e r  o f  faculty
Facu lty  N u m b e r  C a tego ry T ota l Institu tions
N ot A va ilab le  (N /A ) 1
1-300 42
301-600 10
6 0 1 -9 0 0 5
9 0 1 -1 2 0 0 1
2. A p p ro x im a te  n u m b e r  o f  und e rg rad u a te  p ro g ram s
N u m b e r  o f  U nde rg rad u a te  P rog ram s T ota l Insti tu tions
N ot A va ilab le  (N /A ) 2
1-62 39
63-125 11
126-188 3
189-251 4
3. A p p ro x im a te  n u m b e r  o f  g radua te  p ro g ram s
N u m b e r  o f  G rad u a te  P rog ram s T o ta l  Insti tu tions
N ot A v a i lab le  (N /A ) 2
0-27 48
28-55 3
56-83 3
84-111 3
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4. T y p es  o f  Institution
Institu tion  C a teg o ry N u m b e r  o f  Institu tions
N o t  A vailab le  (N /A ) 2
Rural - serv ing  small - f ro m  assoc ia tes '  
co lleges  (fall sem es te r  e n ro l lm en t  low er 
than  500)
2
Rural - se rv ing  m ed iu m  - f ro m  assoc ia tes '  
co lleges  (500 -1 ,9 9 9  fall sem es te r  
en ro llm en t)
18
Rural - se rv ing  large - f ro m  asso c ia te s ’ 
co lleges  (2 ,000-4 ,999  fall sem este r  
en ro llm en t)
7
S uburban  - se rv ing  s ing le  c a m p u s  - from  
asso c ia te s ’ co lleges
2
S u b u rb an -se rv in g  m ult ip le  c a m p u se s  - 
from  asso c ia te 's  C o l leg es
2
U rban  - se rv ing  s ing le  c a m p u s  - from  
a sso c ia te s ’ co lleges
2
U rban  - se rv ing  m ult ip le  c a m p u se s  - from  
a sso c ia te s ’ co lleges
2
Special  use  - from  a s so c ia te ’s co lleges 0
P rim ary  a sso c ia te ’s -from  fou r-yea r  
co lleges
1
V ery  h igh  research  ac tiv ity 0
H igh  research  ac tiv ity 3
D o c to ra l/R esearch 4
L arge r  p ro g ram s-f ro m  m a s te r s ’ co lleges 1
M e d iu m  p ro g ram s-  f ro m  m a s te r s ’ co lleges 11
Sm all p ro g ram s-  f ro m  m a s te r s ’ co lleges 1
Art & Sc ience-  from  b a c h e lo r s ’ co lleges 1
D iverse -f rom  b a c h e lo rs ’ co lleges 1
A sso c ia te - f ro m  b a c h e lo r s ’ co lleges 0
